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1998 ANNUAL REPORT

BACKGROUND

Public Law 93-320, also known as the "Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974" (Act),
authorized the construction, operation, and maintenance of works in the Colorado River Basin to
control the salinity of Colorado River water available for use in the United States and Mexico.
Section 204 of the Act established the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Advisory Council
(Council). A charter for the Council was originally approved by the Secretaries of the Departments
of the Interior and Agriculture and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) on February 6, 1976. It was reviged on June 22, 1976 and has been renewed biennially.
The Council receives reports from the federal agencies involved in salinity control activities and
makes recommendations to them regarding appropriate methods for controlling the salinity of the
Colorado River at its meetings and in this annual report (copy of Advisory Council charter included

as Attachment A).

The Council comprises up to three members from each of the seven Colorado River Basin states.
Representatives are appointed by Governors and current membership is shown on Attachment B.
Gerald R. Zimmerman, California, serves as the current Chairman of the Council and Gordon W.
Fassett, Wyoming, serves as Vice Chairman. Advisory Council membership is generally very
similar to the membership of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum). The Forum
is an organization created in 1974 by the seven Colorado River Basin states for the purpose of
interstate cooperation and to provide the states with the information necessary to comply with the
Water Quality Standards for the Colorado River and Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. The

Bureau of Reclamation (Reciamation) Program Manager serves as staff for the Council.
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This report provides an annual advisory and recommendations to the federal agencies concerning
the Council’s determination of the progress of the salinity control program and the need for specific
actions by involved federal agencies. The report is brief and does not contain a full description and
analysis of the salinity control program. For the reader who is not familiar with the salinity control
program, it is suggested that you refer to either the soon to be published Quality of Water, Colorado
River Basin, Progress Report No. 19, January 1999, or the 1996 Review, Water Quality Standards
for Salinity - Colorado River System Final Report, June 1996 and Supplemental Report, October
1996. The first report can be obtained by contacting David P. Trueman, the Salinity Coordinator for
the Bureaun of Reclamation, at (801) 524-3753, 125 South State Street, Room 6107, Salt Lake City,
UT 84138-1102. The second report can be obtained by contacting Jack A. Barnett, the Executive
Director for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum, at (801) 292-4663, 106 West 500
South, Suite 101, Bountiful, UT 84010.

The Council met in Santa Fe, New Mexico on Qctober 19 & 20, 1998, At that meeting, the Council
received reports from and made inquiries of the federal agencies involved in salinity control, and
approved the budget recommendations contained in this report. The Council received public
comment and left the record open to allow for written comment by the public but no additional

comments were received. This report covers the period from January 1 through December 31, 1998.

COUNCIL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 1996 Review, Water Quality Standards for Salinity - Colorado River System, Final Report,
(1996 Review) June 1996, and Supplemental Report, October 1996 prepared by the Forum describe

the numeric criteria for salinity, the implementation plan, the individual salinity control projects and
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their status. The Council appreciates the assistance each of the federal agencies provided to the
Forum during the preparation of the 1996 Review. The Council notes that the 1999 Review effort
is under way as required under the Clean Water Act and the Council looks forward to cooperation

with and assistance from the federal agencies.

The transition of the involved federal agencies’ Colorado River Basin salinity control programs
continues with mixed results. Reclamation is implementing its new basin-wide program authorized
in 1995 by P.L. 104-20. The Department of Agriculture’s on-farm program was incorporated into
the new and much larger Environmental Quality Incentives Program by the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (FAIRA) enacted by Congress. The Bureau of Land
Management continues to develop methods for quantifying salinity reduction benefits within its
existing land management programs. The Council urges the federal agencies to more closely and
faithfully consult and coordinate with the Forum and Work Group with regard to program changes,
program evaluations, and program implementation schedules. The Council also requests that as
organizational changes occur within the agencies, each agency identify where the responsibility for
salinity control lies, and that this information be made available to the Forum's Executive Director

at the earliest possible date.

The Council subscribes to the implementation plan described in the 1996 Review. The Council is
concerned that insufficient funding is being requested by the federal agencies and being provided
by the Congress for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. This has caused delays in
the implementation of salinity control reduction measures as described in the 1996 Review thereby
increasing the risk of exceeding the numeric criteria in the future. It is imperative that the federal
agencies vigorously pursue adequate funding for salinity control projects, including appropriate

funding for the operation and maintenance of completed projects, in the Administration's budget
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request each year and pro-actively encourage Congress to appropriate the funds necessary o carry

out the salinity control activities set forth in the 1996 Review in a timely manner.

The Council is concemed that as the Forum begins the process of writing the 1999 Review, the 1996
Review that has been submitted to the USEPA by the Basin states has not yet been acted on by the
USEPA. If there are substantive issues delaying approval, the USEPA needs to make those known
immediately. The Council is also concerned about the lack of coordination and the inconsistent
approach taken by the USEPA and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service on Section 7 approval under the
Endangered Species Act. The Council understood this issue was resolved during approval of the

1993 Review, but now the two agencies appear uncertain again as they review the 1996 document.

Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)

On July 28, 1995, Reclamation’s Salinity Control Program was amended by the signing of Public
Law 104-20. Under this new anthority, Reclamation no longer develops and implements its own
salinity control projects but requests proposals from other entities for salinity control projects.
Reclamation then evaluates proposals, selects appropriate projects, provides a portion of the funds
for implementation and provides technical support. The Council appreciates Reclamation's
willingness to include members of the Forum’s Work Group on the committee that evaluates and
selects the projects to be funded and implemented. The Council feels this enhances the cooperative
relationship between Reclamation, the Forum and the Council. It is also noted that this relationship
is most appropriate as the Basin states up-front cost share (Basin Funds) 30% on these projects to

satisfy the Salinity Control Act’s requirements that the Basin states cost share in the program.
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The Council is pleased that the current Administration continues to seek funding from the Congress
to financially support implementation of Reclamation’s basin-wide salinity control program and
hopes this support will recognize the importance of including sufficient funding to operate and
maintain completed projects. It should be noted that the Basin states’ 30% up-front cost share is

available to fully support the Forum’s adopted plan of implementation.

The Council encourages Reclamation to reassert its role as lead federal agency and reconvene the
federal work group to provide a forum for discussing and evaluating the direction, rate and
monitoring of implementation of the federal program by each of the involved federal agencies.
There appears to be great need for coordination that can be facilitated by Reclamation, and the

Council asks that Reclamation report its efforts in this regard at the next Council meeting.

The Council notes that Reclamation’s basin-wide salinity control program appears to have much
promise as significant proposals have been received, cost effectiveness numbers are good, and a
large part of the funds initially authorized by Congress have been committed. The Council believes
that Reclamation should return to Congress to request authority for additional spending. The
Council believes that it would be disruptive to have Reclamation’s program on hold for a year or two
due to the lack of funding authorization and recognizes that lead time is required to work with
Congress when legislative action is required. Congress should be asked to acton a ceiling increase

in 1999.

The Council is concerned that other federal agencies may be using protocols to determine the cost
effectiveness of salinity control efforts that are not consistent with those used by Reclamation. The

Council asks that Reclamation take the lead role in resolving this issue and suggests that the federal
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work group is an appropriate forum for developing more consistent and scientifically verifiable

protocols.

It is noted that Reclamation has other programs that it manages that implement irrigation
improvements and, to the extent possible, the use of other funds that can assist in Colorado River
salinity control should be coordinated and documented. Two examples of this are canal lining in the
Uinta Basin of Utah and the Lower Gunnison salinity demonstration-selenium rnitigation project in
the Uncomphgre Valley of Colorado. The Council requests that Reclamation report to the Council
the extent of these types of programs and the salinity control that was accomplished by these

programs in 1998.

The Council recommends in the Management and Budget Recommendations portion of this report
that the federal program be accelerated to reduce downstream damages and to further reduce the
possibility of excursions above the numeric criteria. The Council requests that Reclamation ask for
an increased appropriation in FY 2000 and FY 2001 as shown in Table 1 of this report. The Council

asks that Reclamation respond to recommendations contained herein by April 1, 1999.
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

The Council continues to see organizational and personnel changes in the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). Recent changes now place personnel in the BLM with stewardship over
salinity control matters both in the BLM’s Washington and Denver offices. The Council believes
that although changes can be disruptive, they may also provide an opportunity for improved
coordination when knowledgeable and capable personnel are placed in key positions. The Council

is encouraged by recent discussions among the BLM State Directors from the four Upper Basin
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states and with the BLM’s plans to convene a salinity coordination meeting early in 1999 for the

BLM state technical leads having responsibility for accomplishing salinity control efforts.

The Council is encouraged by recent BLM efforts toward accounting for and tabulating salinity
control activities on federal lands. The Council had been pleased with initial efforts of the BLM to
identify activities on public lands which can reduce the salt load in the Colorado River and for
attempting to develop methodologies for quantifying those reductions as was discussed in the 1996
Review. In more recent years, the tabulation of salt saving activities had not occurred. The Council
is most pleased with the BLM’s recently renewed efforts to review post-1996 BLM State Office
reports and tabulate identified specific salinity reducing activities, as well as estimate salt load
reductions due to treatment of other lands in saline areas. The Council urges the BLM to continue
to educate local personnel on how to identify and quantify salinity reducing activities. The Council
urges the BLM to move forward with the development and implementation of a practical and reliable
program to allow verification of salt loading reduction activities by the BLM through the use of
programmatic funding by the BLM to conduct and support these activities. ~Further, the BLM 1§
urged to seek funding for salt reduction projects administered solely by the BLM or in cooperation
with state and other federal agencies. The Council recommends that the BLM continue developing,
in cooperation with the Forum’s Work Group, a program which will allow the tracking of salt load

reductions and the expenditure of funds that result in a reduction of salt contributions.

The BLM lessees appear to not be taking advantage of the opportunity to apply for EQIP funds on
federal lands which are being leased for grazing. This forgone opportunity appears to come from
a lack of Washington level discussions between the USDA and the BLM personnel. The NRCS

EQIP manual indicates public land may be considered for enrollment if
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. The land is under private control for the contract period and
included in the participant’s operating unit

. Installation of comservation practices will contribute to an
improvement in the identified natural resource concern

. The conservation practices will benefit nearby or adjacent agricultural
land owned by the participant, and

. The participant has written authorization from the Government

landowner to apply the conservation practices.

In its 1997 Advisory Council Report, the Council asked if there are examples of EQIP funds being
used to enhance federal rangelands in the Colorado River drainage. The Council again suggests that
the BLM research this issue, look for opportunities where EQIP funds can be used by its lessees for
salinity control efforts on lands managed by the BLM, and report its findings to the Council.

In 1997 the Council expressed its concern about the uncertainty cansed by the BLM's cost-
effectiveness protocols when comparing the BLM efforts with the USDA and the USBR efforts. The
Council urges that the BLM assure that it is calculating salinity cost effectiveness in a manner
consistent with the other federal agencies. Thus, the Council again recommends coordinating
meetings be held, with Reclamation serving as coordinator. The Council is most anxious that such

coordinating meetings be convened and that the BLM personnel actively participate.

The Council recognizes that the current accounting of expenditures by the BLM is by program, not
by results. Nonetheless, in an effort to properly account for salinity control activities and the cost
effectiveness thereof, the Council requests a renewed effort to account for the expenditure of the

$800,000 that has been specifically identified in the BLM budget for salinity control activities and
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documentation of what the expenditure of these funds has accomplished. The Council requests that
in a broader sense the BLM commence its reporting of all funds spent in saline watersheds and the
salinity reductions that have been accomplished by these efforts. The Council is interested to know
if, under the Government Results and Performance Act, the BLM has identified to the Congress
salinity control efforts as a stated measurable goal. If it has, the Council requests the reports. If it

has not, the Council asks that salinity control be added.

The Council encourages the BLM to continue to identify and plug flowing saline wells on public
lands. Past efforts have resulted in some very cost effective salinity control. The Council requests

that the BLM report well plugging activities.

In Utah, Colorado and Wyoming, previous coordinated efforts by state and federal agencies,
including the BLM, have identified watersheds where it has been technically determined that there
is a good oppertunity for improved land management practices that would result in significant
salinity control. These watersheds have been termed “salinity hot watersheds.” The Council asks
that the BLM report salinity control activities in the previously identified "salinity hot watershed"

areas.

Finally, the Council suggests that 1999 would be an appropriate year for the BLM to prepare a
comprehensive report on its Colorado River salinity control efforts in accordance with the Salinity
Control Act and to outline for the future its plans and its accounting processes. Although several
years ago the BLM did submit a report to Congress, the Council believes that report may have been
more general than what was anticipated by Congress. That report was also to be a report to this
Council. The Council believes that now would be an appropriate time to update and enhance that

report. Section 203(b)(3) of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act requires the Secretary:
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To develop a comprehensive program for minimizing salt contributions to the
Colorado River from lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management and
submit a report which describes the program and recommended implementation
actions to the Congress and to the members of the advisory council established by

section 204 (a) of this title by July 1, 1987.

Again the Council is encouraged by most recent BLM efforts to identify and quantify salinity control
activities. The Council now sincerely requests the BLM, in coordination with the other federal
agencies and the Forum’s Work Group, to continue with and further the salinity control activities,
as outlined above, and requests a report responding to the recommendations herein by April 1, 1999

for review and discussion at the Forum’s next meeting.
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

The USGS plays a significant role in fulfilling the federal obligation to assess the progress and
effectiveness of the Salinity Control Program through data collection, analysis and study. The
Council is concerned that data needed for future evaluations may become less available due to
organizational, personnel, and budget changes. The Council urges that continued operation of
existing long-term water quality and quantity monitoring stations within the Colorado River Basin
be given the highest priority. The Council asks that it be advised of any proposed cutbacks in gaging
on the Colorado River as many of the gages are essential to determine if salinity control measures

are effective and to predict future salinity control needs.

The Council also notes that the USGS is an important player in determining the salinity reductions

that have been accomplished and also in looking for salinity trends. The Council is appreciative of
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this role and urges the USGS to continue to have professional staff available to perform key

analyses.

The Council is concerned that a USGS Internet web site reports that a major impact of the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Program is the loss of artificial wetlands. The Advisory Council
appreciates the USGS’ efforts to distribute information but is concerned about the accuracy of this
statement and the potential for misinterpretation. The USGS should consult with the Forum on items
published regarding the program and requests that the above referenced web site be reviewed in

consultation with the Work Group to accurately portray the program.

Department of Agriculture (USDA)

The Council finds that the recent designation of the Colorado River Basin salinity control program
as a "special interest area” by the Department of Agriculture (USDA) is a very much appreciated and
helpful step as the USDA continues administering the salinity control program as an integral
component of the EQIP program as mandated by Congress. The Council has requested previously
that a national priority area be designated for the Colorado River Basin. Administration of this
newly created EQIP special interest area will give case in point information to help judge whether

or not a special interest area designation is adequate and appropriate.

The Council notes that in FY 98 there was spent in the EQIP program approximately $3.5 million
of EQIP funding (including technical assistance) on Colorado River salinity control. The allocation
of $4.4 million of FY 99 funds is a welcomed increase. The Basin states stand ready to up-front cost
share in this increased funding. However, this level of funding is still far short of the $12 million

annually that the Advisory Council determined was necessary to fully implement the USDA's
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portion of the salinity control efforts in FY 98 and FY 99. The $12 million level was identified in
the 1997 Advisory Council report and is again recommended in this 1998 report. This funding
recommendation is necessary to move forward with the agreed to plan of implementation contained

in the 1996 Review. Water Quality Standards for Qalinity. Colorado River System, June 1996, The

Review’s conclusions, recommendations and the plan of implementation contained therein, required
by the Clean Water Act, were formally supported by the USDA testimony at public hearings as the
Review was offered to the public for comment. The Forum formally adopted the Review after
significant consultation with federal agencies, including representatives of the USDA. It has been
formally adopted by each of the Basin states and sent to the USEPA for approval. The plan of
implementation cannot be fully carried out without the anticipated support of the USDA. The
USDA’s on-farm program offers some of the most cost effective opportunities for salinity control
found to be available during the many years that the salinity control program has been ongoing.

Further, the Congress has mandated that federal agencies implement the most cost effective options.

The Courcil believes that the designation of the special interest area can lead to additional and very
important coordination and analysis that will improve the program. The Council requests that the
USDA designate an individual to coordinate the implementation of the USDA’s salinity control
efforts in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming. The Council recognizes that these three states are
administered from two NRCS regions, but the Basin states have been assured in the past that
coordination can be effectuated without regard to regional boundaries. The Council made this
recommendation in its 1997 report. Oral commitments have been made by high-ranking USDA
officials but to date no action implementing this commitment has occurred. The Council observes
that the USDA program is not as effective as it might be and asks that prompt action be taken to

improve needed coordination.
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The Council believes that the Forum’s Work Group should actively become involved in identifying
how the funds provided for the special interest area can be most effectively spent. The key to
geographic implementation of non-point source water quality control and the President’s Clean
Water Action Plan are hydrologic basins and watersheds. When the water quality problem is basin-
wide, then the local level is the full basin and in the case of the Colorado River salinity issue, local
representation must come from all seven states. To do otherwise violates NRCS/EQIP announced

principles and will undoubtedly lead to a less than fully effective program.

The Council finds that there is a strong need for coordination and consistency in the implementation
of the salinity control program. There must be assurances that common criteria are used in
evaluating proposals. There needs to be an assurance that cost effectiveness is calculated in a
consistent way, and there needs to be concurrence in how monitoring and evaluation programs are
implemented. There needs to be a common analysis as to how the implementation of the program
is consistent with the environmental impact statements and other National Environmental Policy Act

compliance documents that have been previously prepared for the salinity control program.

The Council notes that with the much welcomed increase in funding for FY 99, additional funds
were allocated for expenditure in Colorado and Wyoming. Funds provided to Utah appear to be
woefully short. The Council doubts that the allocation to Utah was based on a cost-effectiveness
analysis and the Council is aware that the Forum’s Work Group is currently analyzing the
NRCS/EQIP options basin-wide by cost-effectiveness. The Council asks that NRCS identify if cost-
effectiveness was used as a criterion and if it was, the Council requests that the information used in

this evaluation be provided.
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The Council asks that the USDA expedite its consideration of the designation of a three-state salinity
coordinator and that the USDA report its accomplishments in this regard to the Coungcil on or before
April 1, 1999, The Council further requests responses to all other questions or issues raised in this

report concerning the USDA by April 1, 1999.

The Council wishes to conclude this portion of its report on a very positive note. Increased funding
and the designation of a special interest area reflect recent action by the USDA that was very much
needed and appreciated. The Council commends the USDA officials instrumental in making these
decisions. It is recognized that there will be continued criticism of the EQIP program's
implementation until adequate funds are provided by the Congress. The Council will recommend
to the Congress not only that EQIP program funding nationwide be restored to the original $200

million amount but that also the Congress consider increased funding,

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)

The Council recognizes the USFWS’s important role in the implementation of the salinity control
program and appreciates its efforts. The Council now requests that the USFWS review the
opportunities to expand wildlife mitigation banking. The Council also asks that the USFWS move

to resolve the Section 7 issue identified on page 4 of this report.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
The salinity control program is, for the most part, a non-point source water poliution control

program. It is perhaps the largest and most successful non-point source program in the United

States. The Council finds that the USEPA should be more active in supporting the program. This
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could occur in a number of ways. Regional Administrators could be more vocal in telling the
success of the effort and in urging the involved federal agencies and the Congress to give needed
support and to seek needed funding. The USEPA could ensure consistency with federal agencies’
actions, the Forum and the states’ non-point source programs. An example of this may be actions
by the Basin’s largest land manager, the BLM. The USEPA could also help resolve disputes like
those that might arise because of efforts of the USEPA to treat Indian tribes as states under the Clean
Water Act. A potential for this dispute resolution mechanism may be associated in the future with
tribes in the Basin adopting water quality standards. At a minimum, it would be helpful for the
USEPA to regularly and accurately report all efforts of the USEPA and Colorado River Basin tribes
to develop water guality standards in the Basin. The Council requests that the USEPA become more
active in supporting the programs and funding and, when needed, be prepared fo initiate discussion
on how the USEPA will provide dispute resolution that may develop as Indian tribes move to adopt
and administer water quality standards, The Council also asks that the USEPA resolve the Section

7 issue raised on page 4 of this report and report that resolution to the Council by April 1, 1999.

MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

The Council’s budget recommendations represent the required funding for the program to be
successful in maintaining salinity concentrations within the state-adopted and federally-approved
numeric criteria. The funding levels are consistent with and support the conclusions regarding the
funding required to accomplish the plan of implementation adopted by the Forum in its 1996
Review. Unlike many other federal programs, the salinity control program provides a significant
amount of non-federal cost sharing. The states provide 30 percent cost share from the Upper Basin
Fund and Lower Basin Development Fund. In addition to the states’ cost share, the local

participating farmers cost share in the USDA on-farm program. The non-federal participants (the
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states, land owners, irrigation districts, etc.) again stand ready in FY 99 to contribute their share of
the program costs as an up-front payment. The Council urges the federal agencies to vigorously
pursue adequate funding so as to allow timely implementation of the salinity control program in an
aggressive and cost-effective manner. The agencies’ funding requests should be in accordance with

Executive Order 12088.

Table 1 contains the Council’s recommendations for the federal cost share for FY 2000 and FY
2001. These funds are for the construction activities necessary to meet the program objectives. The
Council will forward these recommendations to the Congress and will seek their support for
maintaining adequate funding for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. The Council
wishes to emphasize that any shortfall in these funding levels will have to be offset by increased
funding in subsequent years. In addition, delays in the funding of the salinity control program will
result in much larger total federal expenditures to achieve and maintain the water quality objectives

for the Colorado River.

Again, it should be noted that the funding recommendations contained in Table 1 are for the Federal
portion of project implementation costs only. The Council urges the agencies to provide adequate
funding to support the operation and maintenance, technical and education assistance, and
monitering and evaluation of implemented projects. The Council recommends that funds for these

activities be provided in addition to the funds recommended in Table 1.
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Table 1
FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS
Fiscal Years
2000 2001

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation' $17,500,000 $17,500,000
Bureau of Land Management® $5,200,000 $5,200,000
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE? $12,000,000 $12,000,000

TOTAL FUNDS NEEDED $34,700,000 $34,700,000

Notes:

The Council anticipates that Reciamation will also budget sufficient funds for required operation and maintenance of
constructed units and for plan formulation

The Council anticipates that BLM will also budget sufficient funds for inventory and tanking, planning, mainienance,
monitoring, evaluation, and support.

The Council anticipates that USDA will also budget sufficient funds for adrrinistration, technical assistance, education,
menitoring, and evaluation.

CONCLUSION

The Council recognizes and appreciates its responsibility for submitting to the federal agencies
comments and recommendations on salinity control activities. The Council is generally pleased with
the interagency efforts put forth in 1998 and looks forward to further success in the coming year.
An exception to this is the insufficient funding by the Departments of Agriculture and Interior. The
Council requests that written responses to this year's report be provided by April 1, 1999 so that the
Council, the Forum and the federal agencies can cooperatively continue to expeditiously carry out

the program.
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Attachment A

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL
ADVISORY COUNCIL

CHARTER
_ The Council shall be known as the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Advisory Council

The Council will advise the Secretaries of the Departments of the Interior (Interior) and
Agriculture (Agriculture) and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on all matters relating to efficient and timely planning and execution of salinity control
measures and procedures specified in the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act (Public
Law 93-320, Title I, as amended by Public Law 98-569)

- The Council shall remain active through the planning and construction of the features
authorized under Title I which are projected to the year 2015,

The Council shall report to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture and the
Administrator of EPA.

. The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) shall coordinate the support activities for the
Council.

The Commissioner of Reclamation, or his representative, shall act as the Designated Federal
Official for the Council.

- The Council shall serve in an advisory capacity only and shall.

a. Receive reports from the Secretary of the Interior on the progress of the salinity
control program and review and comment on said reports

b Provide advice through review and comment on progress, plans, research, and related
salinity control activities conducted under Title IL

¢ Serve a liaison function between the Basin States, Interior, Agriculture, and EPA

d Recommend to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture, and the Administrator of
EPA the study of new projects, techniques, and methods that may facilitate salinity
control in the basin.

The estimated annual operating expenses are expected to be less than $5,000 per year,
including the travel and per diem of some Council members and Interior employees while
attending meetings and other scheduled activities of the Council, and for expenses incurred in
the recording and reproduction of the minutes, reports, notices, etc There are no FTE
allocated as staff support



9. There will be no Federal financial support for Council members who are employees of State
or local governments. Travel costs and per diem will, however, be paid to private citizens
with such payments to be governed by the Federal travel regulations.

10 Membership on the Council is specified in the authorizing statute as being comprised of no
more than three representatives from each of the seven Basin States (Wyoming, Colorado,
Utah, New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, and California). The representatives will serve at the
discretion of the Governors of the States involved, with the membership balanced in terms of
points of view represented and functions to be performed.

11 The Council is expected to meet, to review program activities and conduct related business,
no less than once a year, with other meetings called as deemed necessary by the Council or
the Designated Federal Official

]2 The duties and functions of the Council will extend beyond the termination period of the
charter because of the timeframe for the planning and construction of the Title I features, as
required by section 14 (a)(2) of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C Appended
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THE ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF THE SALTON SEA SPORTFISHERY
ABSTRACT

The Salton Sea is a major southern California recreation area largely
because of the sportfishery. The fish and other wildlife of the Sea are
threatened by rising salinity. There are technically feasible ways for controlling
the rising salinity, and ways of maintaining the wildlife until broader controls
can be institured. However, a proper evaluation of such measures requires an
estimate the value of the Salton Sea as a recreation area, and its importance to
the local economy.

A study in 1969 measured an annual use rate of 1.5 million recreation days
with about two-thirds of that total accounted for by sportfishing. The same
study projected a use level of 4.3 million recreation days by the year 2,010
assuming the Sea’s viability as a sportfishery was maintained.

The present study is based on telephone interviews with 14,767 randomly
selected southern California households and over 2,059 interviews at various
Salton Sea locations. The study estimates that 154,600 households used the
Salton Sea for recreation purposes at least once during the last year. Based on
average household size in the southern California Counties this would represent
389,095 people. The average group size reported by this sample (5.8) was over
twice as large as the average household indicating that the typical group
contained more than one household. An additional sample representing another
642,490 southern California households reported using the Salton Sea, but not
as recently as the preceding 12 months. Combining the two results in an
estimated 797,090 user households in southern California or just over 2 million
southern Californians who have used the Salton Sea.

The sample representing 154,600 recent user households reported using the
Salton Sea for recreation an average of 6.7 days in 1987. This is an annual use
rate of about 2.6 million recreation days.

The (154,600) households directly spent §76 million in 1987, which is just
under $30 per recreation day and an average of over $490 per year per
household. These direct expenditures give rise to secondary economic impacts
including: (1) the indirect (input) requirements needed to supply the goods and
services purchased by the Salton Sea recreation user and (2) the income
payments resulting from the $76 million direct expenditure which leads to
additional rounds of expenditures.

The overall level of Salton Sea user spending ($76 million) generates an
additional $128.6 million in output, and household income of $91.8 million for a
total economic impact of $296.3 million. Although $53 million of the $76
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million in direct expenditures (70%) takes place in the Salton Sea local area,
only $27 million of the total additional output and $19.4 million of household
income occurs in the local area. Thus the total impact in the local area is $99.2

_million of the region-wide $296.3 million. Most of the remaining $197.1 million

impact takes place in the larger urban centers of southern California. This
volume of economic activity provides the equivalent of 2,633 jobs region-wide,
and a substantial number of these jobs (1,486) are in the two counties where
the Sea is located. This is particularly critical because this region of the State
has a chronic unemployment rate that ranks among the highest in the country.

Both recent and not recent users feel strongly about preserving the fish and
wildlife of the Sea. Nearly 75 percent of not recent users and over 80 percent
of recent users would support the establishment of user fees to be used for this
purpose. An annual user fee of $5.00 per adult would generate as much as $1.4
million per year if applied to all users, over $600 thousand of this would come
from anglers.

INTRODUCTION

An economic study of the Salton Sea by Development Research Associates
(Harrs et al. 1969) found that the Sea provided 1.5 million recreation days
annually, two thirds of which were sportfishing. This same study projected use
rates of 4.3 million by the year 2010 and estimated a value to the user in 1969
of $3.50 per day. Events during the past few years raise questions about the
current applicability of the later estimates. For example, a more recent survey
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimated average expenditures by
California anglers of $32.00 per day. Projected use levels have also been
questioned because negative publicity a few years ago regarding the

environmental quality of the Sea and potential health hazards associated with

eating the fish resulted in a sharp decline in use levels at that time. Although
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use levels have been increasing since that initial drop, the change was large
enough to raise a question about the reliability of the 1969 projections.

The Salton Sea sportfishery and its related wildlife and its socio-economic
dependents are threatened by the rising salinity in the Sea. A proposed diversion
of fresh water inflow would accelerate this condition. The salinity level of the
Sea is already about 38-41 thousand parts per million (PPM) and is expected to
reach 50,000 PPM before the year 2000 (Hager and Garcia 1988). This is much
higher salinity than the ocean and, although the aquatic life in the Sea at
present is sufficiently prosperous to make the Sea one of the most productive
sportfisheries in the State (Black 1985), the;re is general agreement by biologists
who have examined the situation that it is just a matter of time before the
sportfishery becomes non-regenerative unless some form of corrective action is
taken without delay.

In anticipation of several possible responses by the many public agencies
who have responsibilities for preventing a collapse of the Sea’s ecosystem or for
protective actions designed to prevent or postpone this scenario, an interagency
task force has been created to study the problem and make recommendations
that are technically and economically feasible. There are technically feasible
controls for the rising salinity, and ways of maintaining the wildlife (Meyer

1988). However, each of these actions has a cost, and, where there is a cost,
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there are questions regarding the economic value of the Sea by which to judge

the economic efficiency of such investments. For example, a business that earns

' $1,000 a year would find it difficult to borrow $1,000,000 to preserve that

earning power. A prudent banker would require a minimum profitability
sufficient to pay the interest and amortize the principal before the proposiﬁon
would be regarded as economically viable. In the case of a public good such as
the Salton Sea sportfishery the same principal would be applied even though a
determination of the "profitability" of the Sea is considerably more difficult.

This study is an important first step in defining the economic importance of
the Sea, thereby establishing some guidelines regarding questions of present and
future economic viability. This is done by estimating the value current users of
the Sea place on their recreation days at the Sea as measured by the amount of
money they spend in the process. Moreover, such expenditures result in an
economy both at the Sea and along supply routes into the very urban centers
where most of the users reside. This study attempts to simulate these economies
by using economic multipliers that are typical of the small towns around the
Salton Sea and other multipliers that have been developed for the larger region
of southern California. These results provide an aggregate measure of the
economic value of the Sea to recreational users as well as an estimate of the

impact on the local and regional economy of the Sea’s continued existence or its
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demise. These are the primary objectives of the study, but not the entire focus.
Another important objective of the study is to assess the attitudes of different
“user groups concerning the pres;arvation, enhancement or demise of the
sportfishery. Groups include both recent users, not so recent users and the
business community in the immediate vicinity of the Sea.

The study is not intended to assess the economic feasibility of any specific
action, nor is it intended to match benefits received with charges for maintaining
access to those benefits. Additional objectives of the study include an assessment
of the concerns and opinions of users and former users of the Sea regarding their
prospect for continued use or renewed interest as the case may be. These user
groups were also asked their opinion regarding user fees or the use of public
funds applied to the preservation of the Sea’s wildlife habitat.

The results of the study are presented in section IV. Detailed tables
covering the more important findings of the study are presented in Appendix A.
Appendix B is a more concise statement of parts of the methodology which is
summarized in the following section. Section V presents the major conclusions
that can be drawn from the study, and section VI provides some additional
comments regarding the economic questions that have a bearing on the proposed

solutions to the problems confronting the Sea.
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METHODOLOGY

The objectives of the study required the use of multiple surveys and various

" secondary data including economic models of different geographic economic areas

of southern California. In this section we review the underlying concepts as well
as the specific methods that were applied in the study. The work stops short of
attempting to estimate the value of the Salton Sea as a public resource because
the measures that have been proposed in the literature are highly criticized in
the same literature. The ideal assessment of the economic value of a public
resource can be illustrated by referring to the method of assessing the value of
privately held resources. The generally accepted measure of its value is the
discounted present value of the stream of earnings that the resource can produce
for the owner. A sportfishery/recreation area is, however, a public resource.
There is no easily measured stream of earnings that accrue to the owners that
could be used to repay loans used to maintain the resources’ productive capacity.
It is owned by everyone, and may be used by everyone. As a result, its value
can only be assessed by finding out what value is placed on it by its owners (i.e.
everyone). By the same token, moneys required to maintain and preserve the
resource can be taken from a productive surplus only by means of establishing

user fees or by using public finance measures.
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The literature on valuing fisheries covers several concepts that attempt to

get at the value of the public resource in terms similar to those used to value

' private resources. The exercise is one of attempting to place a market value on

non-market goods (the fish) and services (fishing, hunting, boating,
camping,etc.). The approach used in this study is to measure the amount users
of the Sea spend in the process i.e. for licenses, fees, fishing tackle, bait, food,
shelter, clothing, transportation, ete. The principal that is applied is that the
gross value (benefit) received by a user is at least as much as the value he/she
could obtain by spending the same amount of money for other
commodities/services. This has a certain appeal because it is straightforward and
unambiguous. However, it is not a measure of the value of the resource in the
sense stated above with respect to the earnings of a privately held productive
resource. In this regard, these are the costs associated with the realization of
the benefits of the recreation. The latter benefits, if they could be quantified,
could be conceptualized as the equivalent of the total revenue generated from
users from which user expenditures would be deducted in order to arrive at an
estimate of the net (imputed) earnings of the resource. The net imputed
earnings could then be discounted to arrive at a present value. We agree with
Glass and Muth (1987) and others that this is conceptually better and a much

more useful measure of the value of the resource if it could be measured. The
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concept is referred to in the literature as "consumer surplus," and is defined as

the value received by the consumer over and above the cost to the consumer. It

is sometimes explained as the difference between what the consumer pays and

the maximum he/she would be willing to pay all other things being equal. The
concept has appeal because it leads to a concrete estimate of how much the

price could rise before the consumer would refuse to buy. This is a particularly
critical issue in situations such as the Salton Sea, where it would be important to
know how much of a user charge could be levied without losing the users.

There is a trade-off between raising revenue from users to invest in the
preservation of the Sea, and a possible reduction in the number of users who
would use the Sea. Should the revenue measure substantially reduce the number
of users, it would not only fail to raise revenue but it might also reduce business
and create economic hardships for those who depend economically on Salton Sea
visitors.

Consumer surplus is an interesting concept. Unfortunately, attempts to
actually quantify an amount of surplus value have been at best highly subjective.
and controversial. Every effort was made in this study to assure that the
estimates of value were pragmatic, conservative and non-controversial. The

issues were considered too critical to waste time debating the validity of the

measurements.
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This study also avoids the use of other concepts that have been shown in

the literature to result in very large valuations of fishery resources, while also

“ generating a good deal of controversy about their validity. For example,

research dealing with the valuation of Gréat Lakes fishery resources identified
"consumptive use values," "indirect use values" and "intrinsic values" (Bishop
Boyle and Welsh 1987). One element of intrinsic value, "existence value,”
produced an estimated intrinsic value of a single species, the striped shiner, of
$12 million per year based on survey respondents valuation of the species at
$4.16 to $5.66 on average. In an earlier study Bishop had estimated direct use
values of all of Wisconsin's Great Lakes corr.lmercial and sportfishing at $60
million (Bishop 1984). Thus, by comparison, existence valuation as applied in
the literature has the potential for overwhelming measurements of use value.
Another tact was taken in estimating existence values for anadromous
species of the Sacramento and San Joaquin systems (Meyer 1985). Most
respondents stated that no amount of money would compensate them for the
loss of these fish. "Those respondents who did provide numerical answers,
reported values in the range of $200 to $600 pef household per year” (Meyer
1985). Obviously the concept is meaningful, but the fact remains with regard to
the validity of the measurement... "Ask a hypothetical question and you get a

hypothetical answer" (Scott 1965).
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This study also develops primary data on the intensity of the concerns of

the recreational users, 16cal businesses, and those users who may have quit or

reduced their utilization of the Salton Sea. In certain respects these statements

of concern provide a form of quantification of surplus value in the case of users
and indicate values are received by even those users who have not used thé Sea
for some time and perhaps expect not to unless some of the problems they
perceive are removed. These questions also provide a type of ordinal measure of
preservation value. No attempt is made to place a monetary value to the
responses, but the distribution of the intensity of the response gives some clues
regarding the user valuation. Responses to these questions have been tabulated
by type of recreational use comparing recent users and users who did not use
the sea during the year preceding the interview. The complete set of tables is
included in Appendix A.

Survey Design

A pretest of the survey determined that the relevant market could be as
large as the nine southern California counties including San Diego, Imperial,
Riverside, Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo and San
Bernardino. A random digit dialing telephone sample was made for this region
as an augment of CIC Research’s National Marine Fisheries survey. A tally of yes

responses to two screening questions would establish the proportion of
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households in the telephone survey region that had (1) used the Salton Sea in

the last 12 months, which we call "recent users", or (2) used the Salton Sea but

" not in the last 12 months, which we call "not recent users". They also would be

followed by different questions for (1) recent users and (2) not recent users.
The two telephone questionnaires are included as Appendix C.

The study also conducted periodic sampling at various sites around the Sea.
The purpose of this sample was (1) to estimate the number of users from outside
the nine county area covered by the telephone survey, (2) to provide a check on
expenditures estimates and other responses which would be fresher in the minds
of respondents in the field versus recalled in some cases from several months
back during a telephone interview, and also (3) to make certain that there was a
large enough sample of recent users to meet the objectives of the study. The
intercept survey could not be regarded as random in the sense that all visitors to
the Sea during the survey year had an equal chance of being selected in the
sample. Intercepts are known to be biased towards more frequent {more avid)
users. However, since these are known bias the results are still a useful tool for
crosschecking the results of a random sample which may not be large enough to

stand on its owrl.
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Timing of the Survey

Another important characteristic of the survey methodology was the spacing

" of interviews throughout the period of a year so as to provide a maximum

likelihood of obtaining the seasonal distribution of Salton Sea Users. The
telephone survey was divided into 6 more or less equal two week waves of
interviewing, beginning with the two week period from the last week of
February 1988 through the first week of March 1988, and ending with the
period comprising the last week of December, 1988 through the first week of
January 1989. Each of the six waves consisted of between 1200 and 1250 calls
in each of the weeks representing each month from February 1988 through
January 1989.

The intercept interviews were conducted on 3 to 5 days per month from
January 1988 through December 1988 at a rate of about 175 interviews per
month. The intercept sample was taken from various visitor frequented sites
throughout the Sea shore, including: (1) North Shore Marina (2) State Park
Headquarters (3) Mecca Beach (4) Corvina Beach (5) Salt Creek Beach (6) Playa
Riviera (7) Bombay Beach (8) Niland Marina (9) wildlife Refuge Wister (10)
Red Hill Marina (11) National Wildlife Refuge (12) Salton City Marina (13)

Salton Sea Beach, and (14) Desert Shores.
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Relevant Models of the Salton Sea Economy

The final element of the methodology is based on models that are

" characteristic of the economies of the Salton Sea area and the southern

California region. The objective in this regard was to assess the overall
economic results that are attributable to the direct trip related expenditures by
Salton Sea users as determined by the surveys, and to position that effect
geographically.

CIC examined a number of alternative models including models produced by
the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) that can be purchased and which
can be configured to represent any county or combination of counties. Using
this approach, we might have defined one model for Imperial and Riverside
Counties and another for all nine of the counties that made up the telephone
sampling universe. There are some problems with these models, however, which
are briefly described here, which lead the study to take another direction. First,
the BEA models are derived from the national input-output model updated from
1972 and shrunk to local areas using earnings data that are developed by the
BEA for purposes of estimating local area personal income. The modeling system
is called "RIMS II" (Cartwright 1981) and is offered as a far more reasonable
approach to developing county level and multi-county level input-output models

than alternative direct survey techniques. Moreover, it is a particularly attractive
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approach if results are being compared across a number of different areas,

because the models would be based on the same design and data. Otherwise

'they are generally considered technically inferior to survey based regional

models.

CIC did not use the RIMS II approach for several reasons. First, CIC
already had access to and familiarity with several models of different areas in
southern California, which for the purposes of this study provide parameters that
are at least as accurate as what BEA could provide even though the models do
not explicitly conform to the county boundaries that were encompassed by the
telephone survey. However, the boundaries of the survey are not necessarily the
boundaries of the economies that are linked to a Salton Sea economic region.
There is no particular economic rationale for defining the geographic study area
as the nine counties that were in fact selected. By the same token, there is no
particularly compelling reason to define the Salton Sea "local area" as consisting
of the geographic area encompassed by Riverside and Imperial County
boundaries. Quite to the contrary, one of the models that was used is
particularly attractive for purposes of describing the Salton Sea economy. This is
a model of the Imperial County economy that was developed using direct survey
techniques using 1978 as the base year (Clement and Shellhammer 1981).

Although this model represents only one of two counties where the Salton Sea is
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located, it is the county that is most representative of the Salton Sea economy.

A model that included all of Riverside County would in contrast have many

" elements that would dwarf the Salton Sea elements. Such a model would

appear to have far greater economic interdependence than is in fact a
characteristic of the business community around the Salton Sea.

The Salton Sea area is an economy that has very sparse internal linkages
because nearly all goods sold are brought in from the outside. A characteristic
of such an economy is very low "multipliers," Multipliers are a measure of how
much additional economic activity comes out of an initial injection of money. In
economies where most of the goods sold cc;me from other places the multipliers
tend to be low. In areas where a broadly diversified base of primary, secondary
and tertiary economic activities seem to build one market on another, such as
the Los Angeles-Orange-Riverside SMA the multipliers tend to be much larger.
The Salton Sea economy might then be regarded as an outpost of that megopolis
down the road. Whatever money is spent in businesses in the area around the
Salton Sea is syphoned off quickly into the big urban economies to the west,

_ The economic models that were used in this study illustrate these points
very well. The second model used in this study was developed by CIC Research
for the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) (Weddell,

Shellhammer, Hull, Niwata 1979). The SCAG model is very characteristically the
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Southern California model. The multipliers are large, the productivity high and

high wage rates. This i§ because of the six counties encompassed by the SCAG

" model, Riverside and Imperial counties are dwarfed by Los Angeles and Orange.

The SCAG region does not include San Diego, but the multipliers are in each
sector larger than those in the San Diego model (Clement, Shellhammer '1§81).
This is to be expected based on the relative size and diversity of the two
economic regions. An aggregation of San Diego and the SCAG region might
produce slightly higher multipliers, but this would be a major undertaking that
would add very little to the study. Given the objectives of the study, little could
be gained by adding other southern California counties to these models. It is
sufficient to note that the local area results refer to the market area near the
Salton Sea on the one hand, and southern California results refer to all southern
California.

Updating the Models

In order to use models that were developed representing the regional
economies in 1976 and 1978 respectively, one adjustment is very important.
This is an adjustment that puts the information into a more current wage/price
framework. For example, since the SCAG regional economy was modeled using
1976 economic data, the average wage per employee in that region has increased

by over 84 percent. Since the direct expenditures are in more current dollars,
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the resulting derived income estimates are also represented in more current
dollars. Consequently the derived estimate of the associated employment using
‘ unadjusted employment relationships would be greatly overstated. CIC adjusted

the labor requirement coefficients using County Business Patterns data on

employment and payroll for the periods 1976, 1978, 1985, and 1986 by county
in the study area. These data were used to compute a weighted average wage
per employee for the appropriate region and time period; i.e. the change in
average wage between 1976 and 1986 in the SCAG region and 1978 and 1986
in Imperial County. A projection of payroll per employee to 1988 was made
based on the recent trend from 1985 to 1986. The change in payroll per
employee functions as a "deflator” to adjust the employment coefficients
sufficiently to account for changes in the value of the dollar during the periods
in question. A somewhat more systematic discussion of these points is included
in Appendix B. The actual multipliers used in the study and the data that were
used for update adjustments are included in Appendix A (Table 5 and Table 6).
The estimates of economic activity that are derived from these data are discussed

in the next section which presents the results of the study.
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STUDY RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Salton Sea Users

A study in 1969 measured an annual use rate of 1.5 million recreation days
with about two-thirds of that total accounted for by sportfishing (Harris et al.
1969). This same study estimated that by the year 2010, the use lta.irel would
grow to about 4.3 million recreation days. The present study estimates a current
use level at about 2.6 million recreation days annually based on 154,600
households using the Sea for recreational purposes an average of 6.7 days of
during the year 1987, and an average size of household of 2.5. This places the
growth in total recreation days not far from the level that would be expected at
this time based on the forecast that Harris et al. made in 1969. However, the
proportion of recreation days devoted to fishing has slipped from two thirds in
1969 to just under 50 percent. Although this represents a number of fishing
days that is over 25 percent greater than in 1969, it still lags the behind the
pace of growth implied in the forecast made in 1969. These findings are
explained in greater detail below.

User Rates by County

Table 1 shows user rates by county based on the telephone survey. Pretest

results notwithstanding, the percentage of user households from the counties of
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Ventura, Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo were not sufficient to warrant their

being singled out. Actually, user proportions proved to be quite small in all

" counties except Imperial. Out of 14,767 random telephone calls only 463

(3.1%) gave an affirmative response to the question "In the last 12 months have
you or other members of your household visited the Salton Sea?" The study was
very fortunate to have so large a sample.

TABLE 1. Telephone Sampling Effort and Sample Sizes

Telephone Used Salton Used Salton
contacts Sea in last Sea but not in
12 months last 12 months
County yes complete yes complete
Imperial 1,158 142 133 187 177
Los Angeles 4,074 80 75 362 338
Orange 2,096 43 38 213 192
Riverside 1,289 41 39 248 227
San Bernardino 1,472 60 60 249 240
San Diego 2,093 63 59 293 277
San Luis Obispo 641 10 8 50 49
Santa Barbara 836 12 10 49 45
Ventura 1,108 13 13 71 70
Total 14,767 463 435 1,722 1,615

Source: CIC Research, Inc., 1989,
The ratio of the yes responses to the number of telephone contacts was used

to estimate the proportion of households in each of the respective counties that
had used the Sea in the preceding 12 months. Affirmative responses to the

question "Have you or other members of your household ever visited the Salton
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Sea?" was used to estimate the number of households who had used the Sea

before but not in the last 12 months. These rates multiplied times the total

" number of households in each county are the basis used to estimate the number

of user households in the respective county. These use levels by county are
detailed in Table 2.

Volume of Users by Place of Residence

Table 2 shows the expanded estimates of the number of user households by
place of residence based on the prevalence rates computed from the survey
responses shown in Table 1 and the total number of households in the sampling
universe. The control total number of households was derived by averaging
1/1/89 and 1/1/88 data on the number households by County from the
Population Research Unit of the California Department of Commerce.

The number of Salton Sea users who are not residents of the counties listed
in Table 1 were estimated using the intercept survey. Just under 10 percent of
the people encountered at the Salton Sea were from areas outside of the
telephone survey region. This provides a reasonable approximation of the
number of users from outside southern California. Intercept responses from
Californians who are residents of counties not covered in the telephone survey
represented 3.4 percent of total intercept responses. The proportion of

intercepted respondents who were visitors from other states and countries was
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6.4 percent. These proportions in relation to the control totals provided by the

telephone survey indicate an additional 5,256 user households from other

" California Counties plus another 9,836 from other states and countries. Added

to the 139,508 household users estimated using the telephone survey of the nine
county region results in an estimated annual use level of 154,600 households.
The average group size for these Salton Sea outings was 5.8 and included 2.5
adults. Since the average household size in the survey area is 2.517 either the
typical group had members of more than one household, or Salton Sea user
households are much larger than the average southern California household.
Applying the average household size (2.517“) to the estimated number of user
households results in an estimate of the number of users of 389,095. The
average number of days of recreational use per year was estimated at 6.7 days.

Multiplying these two figures results in the estimate of 2.6 million recreation

days.
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TABLE 2. Salton Sea Users

Total \a Recent\b Infrequent\b Total

“households USers users users

Impen'al 32,641 4,003 5,271 9,274
Los Angeles 2,988,635 58,687 265,559 324,246
Orange 813,435 16,688 82,663 09,351
Riverside 349,026 11,102 67,152 78,254
San Bernardino 439,153 17,602 74,286 01,888
San Diego 861,446 25,930 120,594 146,524
San Luis Obispo 76,827 1,199 5,993 7,192
Santa Barbara 126,472 1,815 7,413 9,228
Ventura 211,617 2,483 13,560 16,043
Other California Counties \¢ N.A. 5,256 N.A.  (min)5,256
Other States And Countries \¢ N.A. 9,836 N.A. (min)9,836

Total\d 5,899,252 154,600 642,490 797,092
Percentage of
Total Households 100.0% 2.4% 10.9% 13.3%

Sources:\a Population Research Unit, Department of Finance, State of California.
\b CIC Research, Inc. June 1989

\¢ Estimated using proportions of respondents by place of residence from a
sample of 2059 respondents from various locations around the Salton Sea during

the period February 1, 1988 through January 1989.
\d Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

The number of users who had not used the Sea during the last 12 months
outnumbered those who had by over four to one. The two are shown together
in Table 2 and the sum gives an estimate of the total number of southern
California households that have at some time used the Salton Sea for recreation

purposes. Figure 1 gives the final estimates of the distribution of Salton Sea
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user households by county of residence for the major user counties. The "other"
category shown in the figure includes users from all other California counties not
 specifically referenced and from other states and countries to the extent possible
(i.e. the one year period number) based on the intercept survey. The pie chart
on the left shows the distribution of users who had used the Salton Sea within
12 months based on the telephone survey distribution. The pie chaft on the
right is the distribution of users based on the telephone survey response by those
who had used the Sea but not in the last 12 months. In both cases almost 40

percent of users are from Los Angeles County.

Table 3 shows a breakdown of the purpose of latest trip expanded to the
estimated total number of southern California user households by county of
residence. Respondents were permitted more than one response to the question
so the total number of trip purposes will exceed the number of trips by the
amount of multiple purpose trips. e.g. Table 3 shows the estimated number of
users of 139,421. This is slightly léss than the total southern California user
households (139,507) because of missing values. The sum the column totals is
234,673 which indicates that there were a large number of multiple purpose

trips.

I Type of Recreational Use
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TABLE 3. Purpose of Last Visit to Salton Sea by County of Residence

Purpose of Trip

Fishing Hunting Boanng Camping Bird Other Total Total
watching households purposes\*
County
Imperial........ 2280 210 570 480 540 1680 3990 6,060
Los Angeles.... 28152 4692 12512 21114 4692 29716 58650 100,878
Orange....coeen- 4829 1317 30951 6585 3073 12292 16682 32,047
Riverside....... 6555 570 1425 3420 1995 4845 11115 18,810
San Bernardino.. 8497 1172 3223 5860 1758 8204 17580 28,714
San Diego....... 9219 1756 3073 7902 1756 14926 25901 38,632
San Luis Obispo 600 0 - 300 600 0 900 1200 2,400
Santa Barbara... 728 0 364 364 0 1092 1820 2,548
Ventura....... 573 0 382 055 191 2483 2483 4,584
Total.......... 61433 9717 25800 47280 14005 76438 139421 234,673

* Total purposes exceeds total households because of multiple response question format.
CIC Research, Inc. June, 1989.

Seasonal Use Patterns

Recreational use of the Salton Sea is greatest during the months of April

through August with June and July being the peak months. Appendix A Table 4

shows the complete monthly distribution of the latest trip based on the telephone

survey of recent users. This shows an added important influence of the

sportfishery. Fishing for the orangemouth corvina peaks during the summer

months. The sportfishery therefore counters some of the seasonal economic
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swings in an area that is predominantly a fall-winter-spring agricultural economy.
Moreover, because of the excessive temperatures, most of the "snowbird" visitor

" economy drops off considerably during the summer months.

Direct Expenditures by Salton Sea Users
The direct expenditures summarized in Table 4 and shown in much more
detail in Appendix A are shown separately for the telephone survey and the
intercept survey. In both surveys, respondents were prompted using expenditure
categories. See Appendix A Tables 1-3 for more detail and Appendix C for the

actual questionnaires. After each expenditure category obtained a response, the

area?" Local area was defined as Imperial County and Riverside County. The
mean values for the expenditure categories by area for each survey is shown in
Appendix A Table 1. The average total expenditure per trip and per year is
shown below in Table 4, detailed by survey and by the geographic area where the
expenditure was made. In the telephone survey "the year" is based on the average
number of days at the Sea during 1987. In the intercept survey, "the year" is

defined as "during the last 12 months." The results of both surveys are shown

I respondent was asked "how much of the [response amount] was spent in the local
I together for comparison purposes.
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TABLE 4. Direct Expenditures by Salton Sea Users

Intercept survey Telephone survey

region local region local
Average Household
Expenditures per Trip $179.36 $116.73 $174.23 $121.33
Average Annual
Household Expenditures $825.09 $527.01 $490.89 $341.51

Total Annual Direct
Expenditures (in $millions) $127.6 $81.4 $75.9 $52.8

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1989

The average expenditures per irip shown in Table 4 are almost identical,
both for overall expenditures and the amount of expenditure in the local area.
There are however, some critical differences in the results produced by the two
surveys. The breakdown of trip expenditures (shown in Appendix A Table 1) is
quite different. The intercept survey estimates are much higher in expenditure
categories associated with camping. For example grocery store purchases are
Jarger and restaurant purchases smaller; camping, park and R.V. fees are larger
and motel lodging expenditures are smaller. This shows the different character of
the two surveys. The average annual expenditure shown in Table 4 is also quite
different between the two surveys. This is primarily due to a substantial

difference in the number of trips per year. Number of trips is derived from the
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response to a question about the number of days in the (current/last) trip relative
to the stated number of days of use during the period of a year.

The average expenditure per trip was not significantly different between the
two samples in spite of an average length of stay that was almost twice as great
in the intercept survey as in the telephone survey. This is also because of gmalier
group sizes in the intercept survey than in the telephone survey (3.1 compared to
5.8). Several explanations for these differences can be made. The intercept survey
had the advantage of requiring only a few days recall at most, while respondents
in the telephone survey had to recall events as long ago as 12 months. The
number in the group was also obviously easier for the intercept respondent since
the group was present at the time of the interview. Also, the intercept respondent
was asked "how many days this trip, and during the last 12 months." This is
obviously an easier recall than that required of the telephone respondent who had
to recall "how many days during the last trip, and in the calendar year 1987."
For these reasons, it is difficult to discard the intercept survey results entirely.
However, the differences that are observed in the two surveys are the expected
result of a sampling universe on the one hand of households randomly selected,
and what amounts to a sampling universe of visit days, not necessarily random
sampled. The intercepted respondents were encountered at random but were

more likely to be selected the more days they were at the Sea. Moreover,
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campers were particularly strong targets to be interviewed because they were
easier to find. All of the differences in the results of the two surveys can be

] explained as the result of a res;;ondent selection procedure in the intercept survey
that favored visitors in proportion to the length of time in their visit.

Weighing all the evidence, CIC believes the estimates made in the telephone
survey are more reliable in a statistical estimation sense of the term, because of
the importance of randomness in the selection of respondents. Still, certain
features of the intercept survey are also persuasive, particularly the advantages
associated with recall and that is why they are included in this report.

The net effect of the differences in the annual direct expenditure estimates
between the two surveys is over $51.7 million (locally, $28.6 million). Since most
of this difference is attributable to the longer stay associated with the intercept
survey sample we can be reasonably sure that the expenditure estimates provided
by this sample are on the high side. In the interest of being conservative therefor,
no greater direct expenditure should be claimed based on this study than what

can be estimated from the telephone survey.
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Total Economic Impacts of the Salton Sea Recreational Area

Total direct spending associated with all recreational uses of the Sea is
estimated at $75.9 million annually including almost $52.8 million spent locally in
Imperial and Riverside Counties. Using Imperial Valley multipliers (see Appendix
A, Table 5) the $52.8 million of local spending would result in total direct,
indirect and induced output (sales) in the local area amounting to $79.8 million a
year. Using multipliers developed for the SGAG region (which includes Imperial
and Riverside counties, along with Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino and
Ventura) the impact of the $75.9 million direct spending on total sales amounts to
$204.5 million a year. This means that although less than $25 million of the
direct spending takes place outside the local vicinity of thé Sea, $124.7 million of
the total impact on sales happens in other counties in southern California. These
results, illustrated graphically in Figure 2 on the facing page and in Table 5,
demonstrate clearly the nature of the dependence of the economies in the vicinity
of the Salton Sea on the larger urban centers of southern California for sources of
supply for goods sold, and for financial and business services.

This illustrates an economic phenomena that has become a troublesome
characteristic of modern capitalist economies. The lack of vertical integration and

diversification in the smaller peripheral economies make them much more
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vulnerable to small changes, often leading to chronic stagnation and

unemployment. Large urban centers by contrast have an internal growth dynamic

that seems to withstand any adverse economic events that might befall the

periphery. Such areas tend to continue t6 grow well beyond a size that could be
regarded as optimal because of "external economies of agglomeration" (Hansen
1970).

A principal indicator of the difference in the economy of the periphery and
that of urban centers is that both wages and cost of living tend to be much
higher. The provision of indirect and induced goods and services from businesses
in the urban center to businesses and households located in the periphery is
associated with much higher sales and earnings relative to the amount of
employment. The wage differential is a primary reason why cities tend to grow
far beyond a size that could be justified on the basis of economic efficiency
(Hansen, 1970) and why pockets of rural poverty and chronic unemployment are
present even under the best of national economic conditions. This development
condition is clearly the case in this instance as Table 5 shows; the local area
impacts include 56.4 percent of the employment but only 21.1 percent of the
income. (Once again with respect to Table 5, CIC recommends the more

conservative results based on the telephone survey.)
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TABLE 5. Total Economic Impacts of the Salton Sea Recreational Resource
($ Amounts in Millions: Employment in Person Years)

Total Total

Region encompassed Total household economic  Total
Telephone survey output income impact employment

Southern California $204.5 $91.8 $296.3 2,633

Imperial/Riverside Counties $79.8 $19.4 $99.2 1,486

Intercepi survey

Southern California $338.8 $145.1 $483.9 3,861
Imperial/Riverside Counties $119.7 $28.8 $148.5 2,104

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1989

An additional dimension of the economic impact of the direct spending
attributable to Salton Sea visits (also shown in Table 5) is the equivalent of 2,633
full time jobs and earnings of $91.8 million. Although this is a small proportion
of the southern California recreation economy, the 1,486 estimated jobs and the
estimated $19.4 million in household income would represent a significant part of
the economy of Imperial County and the southefﬁ corner of Riverside County.’
Combining the various transactions shown in Tables 4 and 5 results in an estimate

of total economic impact of $296.3 million for the southern California region.

1 Gee Appendix A Table 7 and Table 8 for more information on the trends in the

economic development of Imperial and Riverside Counties.
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Over $99.2 million of this impact occurs in the Salton Sea local area (Imperial
and Riverside Counties).

It is difficult to assign the impact to different recreational activities because
of the multiple response format of the purpose of trip question. However when
direct expenditures are tabulated by the first stated purpose of the latest tﬁp,

42.1 percent of direct expenditures were made by respondents who listed fishing
as the primary purpose; another 14.5 percent of direct expenditures were made by
respondents who listed hunting first; 8.1 percent of expenditures were made by
respondents who listed Boating first; 16.6 percent of expenditures came from
respondents who listed camping first; and the final 18.8 percent of direct

expenditures were accounted for by respondents who listed something else first,

ranging from bird watching to picnicking.

Opinions and Attitudes
An important dimension of the study is the perceptions of various groups
concerning the problems of the Salton Sea and of measures that could be
undertaken to deal with the problems. Respondents were asked to rate their
agreement with certain statements on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is strongly
disagree with the statement and 5 is strongly agree with the statement, with less

strong disagreement or agreement at 2 and 4 respectively and 3 being a neutral
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position.? There were ten statements put to those people who had used the
Salton Sea within the last 12 months. Nine of the same statements were rated by

" those who had used the Salton Sea since 1980 but not within the last year. All
respondents who had not used the Sea in'the last 12 months were also asked to
rate a series of statements aimed at eliciting responses that could be interpreted as
explaining why they have not been to the Salton Sea for so long.

The results of these ratings of agreement/disagreement are presented in
detail in Appendix A for each category of user (recent/not recent) broken down
by the purpose of their last trip to the Salton Sea. For purposes of the text, we
have selected a few of the more important statement ratings, but there is much to
be found in each of the 26 Tables that present these findings. Figure 3 on the
facing page was selected because the statement more than any other gets at the
issue of evidence of consumer surplus. The statement was ' would support
establishing a small fee to users of the Salton Sea area if all the money raised
were used solely for enhancing the fish and wildlife there." The responses are
overwhelmingly in support of the concept. A similar response was obtained from
a statement that was phrased in the negative, ie. 'l would not support the

government spending money to preserve and enhance the natural qualities of the

2 Four questionnaires were used in the study, aimed at different groups. All asked
certain opinion/attitude questions. All four of the questionnaires are included in this
report as Appendix C.
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Salton Sea." In this case over 70 percent of the recent user respondents disagreed

as did over 65 percent of the not recent respondents. This illustrates (in addition

i
-

" to the important technical point that respondents were paymng close enough

attention to the details of the statement to catch the shift to negative) that most
respondents were able to overcome what has become a knee jerk reaction in
opposition to government spending in deference 1o their concerns about the
preservation of the Salton Sea.

That so many "not recent users’ were favorably disposed to these two
concepts of raising money for preservation of the recreation value of the Salton
Sea is somewhat surprising. It indicates that they have an "existence value" for
the sea either because they expect to use it again in the future, or they might be
conscious of the increased congestion at other recreations sites that would
accompany a decline in the use of the Salton Sea, or as the literature suggests,
they may value the existence of the resource regardless whether or not they
expect to personally profit from its use.

Figure 4 on the facing page shows the responses to the statement
"sreserving and improving the areas where wildlife live is important to my
enjoyment of the Salton Sea". This recapitulates the points mentioned above and
also provides some evidence of a large potential market, provided there are

improvements in the Sea. Over 83 percent of those households who had not used
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the Salton Sea in more than a year were in agreement with this statement.

A review of those statements that deal directly with non-use also reveals that

there might be a substantial market among the not so recent users regardless of

improvements. For example Figure 5 on the facing page shows that over 60
percent of these respondents indicated that their reason for not using the Séa was
that they lacked the time. At the same time, over 50 percent indicated that they
have not changed the type of outdoor activity they pursue which we take to mean
that the things that drew them to the Salton Sea in the first place are still
operative. If the responses demonstrated in Figure 5 are a reflection of the

potential market then the results of the study are indeed conservative.
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An Analysis of the Impact of Instituting User Fees

Any measures undertaken to mitigate the threats to Salton Sea wildlife will
require funding. Located in an area of the state that is severely lacking in
resources, funds required for measures to preseive the wildlife will have to come
from new outside sources. After reviewing the sentiments expressed by the Salton
Sea users (specifically with regard to the general response to the direct question
regarding the willingness to pay a small fee for purposes of preserving the
wildlife) raising needed revenue through user fees seems appropriate and feasible.
For example, over 60 percent of the respondents in each of the three survey
groups strongly agreed with the user fee statement. Adding those who agreed but
not as strongly, raises the total percentage in agreement to between 75 and 80
percent. Although almost half of the balance rated the statement at a level
indicating indifference, the 10 percent or S0 who voted against the idea should
receive some further study if only to be sure that the user charge would not have
the effect of reducing business in the region.

There was a curious split in the opinion expressed by the Salton Sea business
community who, while almost unanimously favoring some revenue measure, Were

split on whether it should be user fees or sales tax. Probably this is the result of
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the thoughtful business respondent thinking there would be a much larger tax

base (county-wide) from which to obtain the necessary funds while the user fee

might result in some reduction in the number of Salton Sea users and an

agsociated loss of business.

It is informative to compare responses to questions dealing with the
respondent’s attitude about approaches to financing measures that ﬁﬁght be taken
to mitigate threats (o the Sea and its wildlife. This is done in Table 6 and
Table 7, which is based on the telephone sample weighted to reflect the number
of adults in the travel party, and expanded to the number of households in
southern California. Considering both statements regarding opposition to
government spending (Table 7) and support for user fees (Table 6) the user fee
statement is the stronger of the two. 70.3 percenf strongly agree with the
statement in support of user fees, and adding those who agree (but not as
strongly) brings the total to 83.7 percent. By contrast, strong disagreement with
the statement opposing government spending is indicated by 65.3 percent, and
adding in those who disagree with the statement opposing government spending
(but not strongly disagree) brings the total to 72.1 percent. Much of the
difference can be explained by the response by about 10 percent of the sample
who strongly agree to user fees but who also strongly agree with the statement

opposing government spending. This curious response is a reflection of the times
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e.g. a general reaction that opposes government spending but at the same time

feels strongly enough about preserving the Sea to volunteer user charges.

TABLE 6. Would Pay a Small Fee to Preserve Wildlife

(Weighted by adults in party and southern California households)

Curmnulative

Adults Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 21,233 6.3% 6.3%
Disagree 4,574 1.3% 7.6%
Neutral 29,638 8.7% 16.3%
Agree 45,346 13.4% 29.7%
Strongly Agree 238,171 70.3% 100.0%

Total 338,962 100.0%

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1989.

TABLE 7. Against Government Spending to Preserve Sea -

(Weighted by adults in party and southern California households)

Cumulative
Adults Percent percent
Strongly Disagree 221,270 65.3% 65.3%
Disagree 23,002 6.8% 72.1%
Neutral 45,892 13.5% 85.6%
Agree 11,651 3.4% 89.0%
Strongly Agree 37.147 11.0% 100.0%

Total 338,962 100.0%

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1989.
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Those who gave a negative response to user fees did so not as a consequence

of their income level. Table 8 shows that over 85 percent of low income (under

— $15,000) respondents favored user fees, and most of them were in strong

agreement. Respondents in the income groups over $30,000 also favored user
fees in numbers well above the 85 percent level. Most of those who disagree
with the statement favoring user fees are concentrated in the $15,000 to $30,000
income groups. Based on these results, CIC would argue that the establishment
of a reasonably small annual user fee is not likely to have an adverse impact on
the number of users of the Sea. However, there are some technical issues.
TABLE 8. Would Pay a Small Fee to Preserve Wildlife
By Total Household Income
(Weighted by adults in party and southern California households)

Percent Percent Percent Total
disagree  neutral Agree Number Percent

Under $10,000 13.2 0.0 86.8 9,140 3.0
$10,000 to $14,999 0.8 14.1 85.1 13,379 5.1
$15,000 to $19,999 18.2 9.9 71.8 32,521 10.5
$20,000 to $29,999 6.7 16.3 77.1 47,072 15.2
$30,000 to $39,999 5.3 4.7 89.9 64,459 20.8
$40,000 to $59,999 4.6 6.0 89.3 65,409 23.7
$60,000 and over 10.1 6.1 83.9 67,327 21.7
Column total 7.8 8.0 84.2 309,647 100.0

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1980.
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The most difficult technical issues regarding the establishment of a user fee

structure is how much to charge and the appropriate instrument for the charges.

" For example, a logical place for a user fee is a stamp attached to fishing and

hunting licenses. While this has a good deal of technical merit, if only for
administrative simplicity, it reaches only about half of the adult users. Hunters
and fishermen would, in effect, pay for the benefit of other users; users who, as
Table 9 shows, are substantially in agreement with paying user charges. Other
options could include fees for launching boats and fees for camping. However,
the other uses may be difficult to lcense, e.g. birdwatching, picnicking,

sightseeing, etc.

TABLE 9. Would Pay a Small Fee to Preserve Wildlife
By Purpose of Last Visit

(Weighted by adults in party and southern California households)

Percent Percent Percent Total

Disagree = Neutral Agree Adults Percent
Fishing 7.7 6.3 85.7 142,109 41.7
Hunting 10.1 4.2 85.7 - 20,568 6.0
Boating 9.1 4.2 86.7 20,723 6.1
Camping 3.5 10.2 86.3 45,046 13.2
Bird Watching 10.4 4,7 84.9 18,296 5.4
Other 7.6 14.4 78.0 93.998 27.6
Total 7.6 8.7 83.7 340,740 100.0

Source: CIC Research, Inc. 1989.
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User Fee Revenue Potential

Assurning that only fishermen and bunters are charged we estimate the
number of adult users purchasing the stamp would be about 150,000 annually.
Camping and boating fees would pick up another 55,000 to 60,000 adult users.
As long as the fee is small we would expect few defections. Of course, the higher
the fee the fewer the users, though it is difficult to believe that a fee as small as
$2 or $3 per year could make a difference in a person’s decision to use the Salton
Sea. It is more likely that the inconvenience of getting the license would be more
decisive. The data on expenditures indicate that the experience is sufficiently
valuable to most regular users that defections at low fees are most unlikely. With
these cautions in mind, we would argue that those people who responded
negatively to the user fee statement would probably be the first lost depending on
the amount of the user fee. Second out would be those whose response indicated
indifference to the question of user fees.

To illustrate the point, Table 10 shows what might happen comparing fees of
$2.50 per year per adult versus $5.00 per year per adult, assuming this would be
the difference for those whose response was negative, indifferent, or favorable.
The first column shows the estimated number of users by purpose of trip.

Column (2) is the number of adult users less those opposed to user fees. Column
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(3) is the annual revenue resulting from a user fee of $2.50 per year applied to

the number of users in column (2). Column (4) is the estimated number of adult

users based on favorable responses to the user fee question. The revenue from

these users paying a fee of $5.00 per yeaf is in column (5).

TABLE 10. Estimates of Revenue Associated With User Charges

Number of User fee @ User fee @
adult users $2.50/year $5.00/year
users S$revenue users S$revenue
(1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Fishing 142,109 130,770 $326,925 121,805  $609,025
Hunting 20,568 18,498 $46,245 17,634 $88,170
Boating 20,723 18,844 $47,110 17,980 $89,900
Camping 45,046 43,480 $1 08,700 38,801  $194,455
Other 112,294 103,251 $258.128 88.805  $444.475
Total 340,740 314,843 $787,108 285,205 $1,426,025

Source: CIC Research, Inc., 1989.

Figure 6 on the facing page summarizes the annual revenue potential of an
annual user charge $5.00 per adult and $2.50 per adult. At these rates the
maximum revenue to be expected would be $1.4 million assuming the fee could
be applied to all users regardless of the nature of the use. With a $2.50 user fee

the maximum revenue would be $787,108 if applied to all users. If only anglers
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are charged, as for example with a Salton Sea fishing license stamp, the revenue

would be $600,025 at $5.00, or $326,925 at $2.50 per adult respectively. A

. hunting stamp would add another $88,170 or $46,245 depending on the charge,

but about 50 percent of Salton Sea users would escape the user charge.

Table 10 can also be used to illustrate the possible trade-off between raising
revenue with user fees and an associated adverse economic impact. For example,
Table 10 shows the number of adult anglers decline from 142,109 to 130,770
with the introduction of a $2.50 user fee, an 8 percent decline. Recalling that the
economic impact of fishing is estimated at 42 percent of the total, the economic
impact of an 8 percent decline in fishing would be about -3.4 percent (-8% of
429%) or about $2.5 million less direct spending and $9.9 million lower total
impact. Continuing the same analysis to the $5.00 user fée results in an
additional 6 percent decline in the number of user households, and another 2.5
percent decline in direct spending ($1.9 million) and total impact ($7.5 million).
In other words, if these responses to the introduction of a $5.00 user fee are
accurate, the impact of the fee might be as significant as -5.9 percent in economic
activity attributable to Salton Sea recreational users. This is $4.4 million less
total direct spending, $3.1 million of which would be reduced spending in the
local area. This would result in $14.6 million lower total impact, $5.8 million of

which would be local. This analysis does not mean that there would be reduced



50

nominal spending; only that spending would be less by these amounts than it

would be in the absence of the user fee. If this were the outcome, the short run
" negative impact would have to be evaluated against the long term benefit of the
user fees in terms of preserving the Salton Sea economy.

This example illustrates a primary reason why a general tax (e.g. a sales tax)
is preferred to user charges as a method for financing public goods. If the
payment for the public good cannot be avoided by reducing ones use of the public
good then the secondary impacts associated with reduced usage can be avoided.
However, as we pointed out above, the limitations associated with the
assumptions on which these estimates are based make us believe that the amount
of reduced use associated with a $2.50 or $5.00 fee might be substantially less

than these estimates.

Salton Sea Business Survey

CIC also conducted a survey of a sample of 89 business firms operating in
the immediate vicinity of the Salton Sea® The purposes of this survey were (1)
1o crosscheck some of the economic relationships being developed from models

and surveys at the point where the respondents would know for sure their

3 A complete list of types of enterprises covered by the survey is included in Appendix
A Table 37.
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customers were Salton Sea users; (2) to obtain the business community’s

assessment of how much their business depends on a viable Salton Sea

- sportfishery; and (3) to check the business community’s preferences regarding

measures to raise the revenue required to undertake remedial actions to protect
the sportfishery.

The 89 firms that participated in this survey accounted for $16 million in
total sales and 315 full time equivalent employees. This is a sales per employee
ratio of about $50,800 compared to the model estimate of about $53,700. The
difference of less than 6 percent is quite small and provides a validation of the
Imperial County model and the update proc‘edure.

Asked if a decline in fishing would have an adverse impact on their business,
82 percent said yes. The average percentage of sales depending on Salton Sea
visitors is 55 percent; 10 percent of businesses are 100 percent dependent, and
another 14 percent get over 90 percent of their revenue from Salton Sea visitors.
Very few of the businesses surveyed could be expected to remain in business
without Salton Sea visitors.

. The business respondents were also asked to express their views on actions
that would prevent the decline of the sportfishery. Over 80 percent of the
respondents said they would be in favor of establishing user fees to pay for the

costs of such measures. Next the business respondents were asked if they would
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favor a 1/2 cent sales tax. Over 72 percent also responded that they would favor
such a tax. Asked to choose between the user charge or the tax, 47 percent chose
" user fees and 30 percent chose the sales tax, 2 percent chose neither and 20

percent did not know which they would choose.

CONCLUSIONS

The most important conclusions that can be derived from the study are that
there is a substantial value in the Salton Sea sportfishery, and perhaps there is
even greater potential value that could be realized if enhancements are made.
The Salton Sea sportfishery has had a good deal of negative publicity concerning
the levels of selenium in the fish, and of pollution from the New River. This
study indicates that there remains a good deal of lingering doubts about the
quality of the fish by many former Salton Sea users. For example, over 55
percent of people whose last trip to the Sea was to fish but who had not been to
the Sea for over a year felt strongly about the question of being able to eat the
fish a prerequisite to using the Sea. Over half of this group believed the Sea to
be polluted, and nearly half believed the fish are not edible. The negative
pubh’cir'y was met with a significant decline in the numbers of fishermen at that

dme. However, the numbers appear to be growing once again and might still




53

achieve the forecasted use levels for the year 2010 assuming the sportfishery
remains viable,

This study estimated that present users number over 150,000 households
that spend over $75 million per year on ttips to the Salton Sea. About 40
percent of these users were anglers, and many of the other users (e.g.
birdwatchers) depend indirectly on a viable sportfishery. It would be safe to
predict therefore that the demise of the sportfishery would eliminate about half of
the Salton Sea economy. This sharp a reduction in business would eliminate a
many of the local business firms.

A measurement of net or surplus value in monetary terms was not
attemnpted in the study, however, the value based on direct expenditures is
sufficient to justify major investments to protect the Sea. Existence values or
other intrinsic or psychological values were likewise not estimated in the study in
a manner that would permit monetary quantification, however respondents (both
recent users and not recent users) felt strongly about preserving and enhancing
the Sea. Even users who had not been to the Sea for a number of years were
famniliar with the issues and in general favorably disposed with regard to
supporting measures that would keep the sportfishery viable. Specifically, the
better than three out of four recent users who stated they would support user fees

is a positive indication that there is sufficient user surplus value to initiate fund
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We would hasten to add, however, that since we do not have a concrete

" estimate of the amount of surplus value realized by Salton Sea users (nor is it

feasible with known research methods to obtain one) the magnitude of user
charges should be modest and only increased after sufficient experience proves
that it can be raised without jeopardizing the number of users. We have some
recommendations on how such information might be assembled if user fees are
collected and would urge the task force to take a very deliberate approach to the
evolution of user sponsored preservation measures. The risk is that use would
decline resulting in a decrease in the currez;.t $300 million a year economic
impact. The third of that impact that takes place in the local area of the Sea
would be especially hard to replace if use of the Sea were to decline. Since
almost 45 percent of users indicated they would have no problem finding suitable
alternative forms of recreation if the sportfishery declined the risk should be taken
seriously, particularly since the area of the state that would hardest hit by a
decline in the Sea has experienced chronic long term economic development
problems. |

A more formal inquiry should be made into the feasibility of public finance
in lieu of user charges. The broader base that a general revenue measure would

reach would minimize the burden on any specific group.  Moreover, given the
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generally crowded condition of southern California’s recreational resources the
benefits of maintaining all of the resources accrue broadly. That is, if the

" 9.6 million Salton Sea user days were s.hifted to other recreational areas, users of
the other areas would bear part of the burden of the increased congestion. Given
the choice then between increased taxes or increased recreational congestioh,
likely even those who have never heard of the Salton Sea would opt for
preservation of the Sea. Indeed, comparing this study with the findings of a more
general survey of California households outdoor recreation experience, 74.6
percent of the respondents agreed with the statement "parks and recreation areas
in California are often too crowded when I want to use them" (CIC Research
1087).* Only 21.9 percent of the respondents in this survey were opposed to the
idea of paying higher taxes for the purpose of protecting natural areas in their
community. However, respondents in this study were generally opposed to
increasing general taxes (sales tax, auto registration fees, local property taxes)
while favoring "sin" taxes and special fund raising events. User fees were

supported when the fee would be used at the park where it was collected

+ This study estimated total annual outdoor recreation by California households at
one billion recreation days, 9.6 million of which were fishing. The study also rated
freshwater fishing high in terms of unmet demand. The Salton Sea as an inland fishery
probably qualifies as a source of supply for this type of outdoor recreation, and supplies
a number of other activities which ranked high on the unmet demand list including
developed camping sites, birdwatching & general nature study, and developed sites for
beach activities (sunning and games).



56

(68.3%); when used at other parks, more were in favor than 6pposed; when used
as a general revenue measure almost 90% were opposed.

There does seem to be & fqavorable disposition among Californians to
preserve troubled wildiife habitats. Much of the 70 percent response favoring
government financed preservation measures is a vote that favors wildlife habitat
preservation in general. The importance of the Salton Sea, however, is
underscored by the direct annual economic value of over $75 million to users, and
an economic impact of nearly $300 million annually on the southern California

economy.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of this study are sufficiently conclusive that we could not
recommend a more intensive inquiry into questions that were not completely
answered, such as a more formal analysis of consumer surplus. Nor is it likely
that additional studies involving alternative ways of approximating market values
for the non-market goods & services provided by the Sea would provide any more
in the way of non-controversial measurements of the value of the Salton Sea. For
purposes of establishing a valuation of the Sea and the economy related to the
Sea we believe this study goes about as far as practical applications can take you.

This is not to suggest that further econornic study is unnecessary in terms of
assessing the economic characteristics (benefits and costs) of specific remedial
actions. For example, "what additional economic benefits and costs might be
associated with linking the Sea to the Gulf of California through locks and
canals?" or "what additional benefits or costs might be obtained by measures that
would generate electricity as a by-product of desalination technologies?" or,
indeed, "what economic impact would be associated with each type of
desalinization project?” These are special questions related to specific technical
approaches to the problem, while the focus of this study has been the underlying

basic user benefits, and their associated gconomic importance.
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However, we would recommend additional study of two specific issues that

the current study was unable to address thoroughly because of the limitations of
" survey research techniques in dealing with hypothetical events. The question
concerning the burden imposed by user fees would best be answered by those

who pay them and those who would avoid them by going elsewhere. If a user

fee is introduced, collecting the fee would provide an opportune time to collect
information from users. The information should be sufficiently brief so as to
minimize the burden on both the payor and the collector of the user fee. It
should provide either direct information on how great the burden is perceived or
provide (name, address, phone number) access to the user so that a formal inquiry
could be undertaken.

A second issue that requires additional study relates fo the feasibility and
acceptability of using general (public) revenue for solutions to the problems of
wildlife and recreational resources if only because the instruments for charging

users of public goods & services are difficult to apply to all who benefit. The

for preservation and enhancement of the Sea. However, the California parks and
recreation study found similar results applied to wildlife and public parks in
general (CIC Research 1987). In the latter case the revenue sources respondents

I recreational resource users in this study favored greater government expenditures
I preferred were those that did not have a widely shared burden. Indeed they tend
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to oppose revenue measures that apply to everyone. In light of the enormous

fiscal surpluses and deficits that we see today it may seem somewhat superfluous

"to study measures to raise a few million dollars to protect a valuable public

resource. However, there are difficulties in applying user fees in situations where
there is greater willingness to pay than there are feasible instruments for making
collections. Moreover, there appears to be a significant consciousness of being a
beneficiary even among those who are non-users. The success of other new
revenue programs (i.e. lotto) indicates there may be approaches for funding
wildlife preservation programs which may offer users and nonusers alike the

opportunity to contribute while minimizing the burden on any specific group.
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APPENDIX A

Detailed Tables

TABLE 1. Average Trip Expenditures per Household

Expenditure Category

Fees, park, camping, R.V.
Lodging in a motel

Meals and snacks out
Alcoholic beverages

Boat launching/guide fees
Transportation/gasoline
Groceries/food shopping
Bait/tackle/ammunition
Other shopping items
Other expenditures

Total
Percent of total

Intercept Survey

Telephone Survey

Average  Local Average Local
Spending Spending Spending  Spending
$20.38 $19.17 $13.76 $13.22
$2.79 $2.32 $13.63 $10.08
$15.96 $14.44 $35.10 $29.80
$11.06 $6.94 $10.99 $7.20
$1.08 $1.00 $6.37 $4.54
$44.08 $24.22 $29.48 $16.09
$53.56 $27.36  $38.08  $22.05
$13.66 $8.54 $10.59 $6.23
$6.53 $4.54 $10.52 $7.10
$10.26 $8.20 $5.68 $5.02
$179.36 $116.73 $174.23 $121.33
100.0% 65.1% 100.0% 69.6%

Source: CIC Research, Inc., 1989.
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TABLE 2. Average Annual Expenditures per Household

Expenditure Category

Fees, park, camping, R.V.
Lodging in a motel

Meals and snacks out
Alcoholic beverages

Boat launching/guide fees
Transportation/gasoline
Groceries/food shopping
Bait/tackle/ammunition
Other shopping items
Other expenditures

Total
Percent of total

Intercept Survey Telephone Survey
Average Local Average Local
Spending Spending  Spending Spending
$86.68 $83.66 $27.87 $26.53
$13.43 $12.40 $24.52 $15.73
$68.08 $65.59 $120.73 $95.03
$53.46 $33.68 $39.28 $22.89
$5.63 $4.72 $19.57 $17.08
$212.62 $112.45 $78.41 $49.95
$212.09 $96.50 $104.60 $64.90
$88.36 $57.85 $42.40 $24.48
$31.50 $12.47 $18.02 $11.50
$53.24 $47.69 $15.49 $13.33
$825.09 $527.01 $490.89 $341.5
100.0% 63.9% 100.0% 69.6%

TABLE 3. Total Annual Direct Expenditures in $Thousands

Expenditure Category

Fees, park, camping, R.V
Lodging in a motel

Meals and snacks out
Alcoholic beverages

Boat launching/guide fees
Transportation/gasoline
Groceries/food shopping
Bait/tackle/ammunition
Other shopping items
Other expenditures

Total
Percent of total

Intercept Survey

Telephone Survey

Source: CIC Research, Inc., 1989.

Average Local Average Local
Spending Spending Spending  Spending
$13,391 $12,923 $4,309 $4,102
$2,070 $1,912 $3,791 $2,432
$10,511 $10,128 $18,665  $14,692
$8,265 $5,202 $6,073 $3,539
$870 $731 $3,026 $2,641
$32,899 $17,377  $12,122  $7,722
$32,821 $14,910 $16,171  $10,033
$13,643 $8,933 $6,555 $3,785
$4,864 $1,929 $2,786 $1,792
$8,228 $7,374 $2,395 $2,061
$127,563 $81,420 $75,891  $52,797
100.0%  63.8% 100.0% 69.6%



TABLE 4. Month of Latest Trip

_ Month

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
QOctober
November
December
Don't remember

TOTAL

65

Valid
Frequency  Percent Percent *
8835 6.3 6.9
8751 6.3 6.8
8339 6.0 6.5
11741 8.4 0.1
12556 9.0 0.8
15671 11.2 12.2
15207 10.9 11.8
10730 7.7 8.4
0538 6.8 7.4
0204 6.6 7.2
9695 7.0 7.5
8235 5.9 6.4
10919 7.8 MISSING
139421 100.0 100.0

Source: CIC Research, Inc., 1989.

* percentages adjusted to remove don’t remember responses.
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TABLE 37 Types of Principal Businesses Surveyed

Business _type Frequency Percent
REST.\BAR\LOUNGE 15 16.9
GROCERY\MARKET\LIQ. 7 7.9
RVAMOBILE HOME PARK 12 13.5
SERVICE STATION 2 2.2
BOAT\MOTOR REPAIR 4 4.5
BAIT & TACKLE 1 1.1
CHARTER SERVICE 6 6.7
MOTEL 3 3.4
REALTY 4 4.5
FINANCIAL\BANK\TAX 4 4.5
PLUMBING\A.C.\REFRIG 4 4.5
CONST. CONTRACTOR 5 5.6
STORAGE 2 2.2
DENTIST 1 1.1
BARBER\BEAUTY 2 2.2
REPAIR 4 4.5
TRANSFER TRUCKING 1 1.1
MISC. RETAIL 9 10.1
MARINA 3 3.4

TOTAL 89 100.0



85

APPENDIX B

Analysis of Indirect and Induced Economic Impacts

The purpose of this appendix is to describe in some detail the appﬁcaﬁon of
input-output analysis to the questions concerning the economic importance of
the Salton Sea. A form of input-output multipliers was used to estimate the
economic activity that results round-aboutly from the stimul_us provided by
recreational users of the Salton Sea. First, a brief introduction to input-output
analysis will make the present application easier to understand. Second the
formal static I-O model is presented along with a discussion of regional input-
output models. The focus is on the models used in this study and particularly
the SCAG model that was derived from the U.S. Department of Commerce’s
national input-output model. Then the procedures used by CIC to update these

models for the Salton Sea application is presented.

1. Brief Overview of Input-Output Analysis

No discussion of input-output analysis would be complete without
mentioning the pioneering work by Nobel Laureate Wassily Leontief. His

empirical models of the U. S. Economy (Leontief 1951) following two decades
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of study of interindustry interdependence in the U. S. Econc;my represented the
first thorough scientific treatment of a theoretical structure that can be traced
back over two centuries to the French Phisiocrat Francoise Quesney. Leontief is
also credited with pioneering work in regional and interregional input-output
modeling (Leontief 1953). However, it is generally understood that Walter
Isard, who has been called the father of regional science, is responsible for
many of the seminal ideas in the application of input-output analysis in the

regional and interregional context (Isard 1951).

The Static Open Leontief Model

Input-output analysis rests on an empirically demonstrated fact that technical
requirements for the production of commodities tend to change very little in the
short term, the intermediate term, and in many cases even the long term. In
fact, significant changes have occurred since the topic began to be investigated
on a regular basis (1939) only in a relatively few industries that have
experienced major technical advances. With this in mind it is economically as
well as technically feasible to periodically develop empirical models that can be
used for a period of time to identify the technical linkages between the

processing sectors of the economy.
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The specification of the technical linkages between industries enables
tracking the effects on & given sector of the economy 10 all other sectors of the
economy. The U. S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis
develops input-output models of the U. 'S. Economy from survey data collected
every five years. The task is great and the modeling generally is not completed
for several years following the survey. At this time the 1977 mo&el is still in
use although the 1982 model is nearing completion. The 1987 model will not
be available for 7 or 8 years.

Beginning with the 1977 model, the modeling approach was changed to
comply with international standards. The new approach highlights the flow of
commodities with a "use" table, and defines the origin of commodities with a
"make" table. This provides additional insights into national patterns of the
production of commodities by the use of commodities. However, most regional
applications adjust for trade flow conditions and wind up with the traditional
flows of commodities from industries to industries. This has been shown
mathematically by Leontief in the solution of the system of equations shown

below.

n
(1) X-zsAj*X =D fori=12.m; where Aij = Xij / Xj

=1
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In equation (1) Xi is the total value of shipments of the ith industry, and Xj is
the total value of shipments of the jth industry. Shipments byigotojin
amount Xi which is assumed to be required in a constant proportion to the
output of industry j (X) given by Aj * Xi. All other shipments are exogenous

to the model shown in equation (1) as Di and are referred to as final demand.

Since

n n
v Xj =Xy (for 1,j=1,2,3...m)
=1 i=1

we find that: sDi= Vv (fori j=1,2,3..n)

where Vi = Xi-£ X (for j=1,2,3,..n) and represents the value
i=1
of exogenous inputs used in production by industry j-

Multipliers

Multipliers are derived by solving equation (1) in relation to final demand,
Di. First, equation (1) is restated in matrix notation... X-AX=D then,

(2) (-A)X=D where I is an identity matrix of the same

order as A. (The matrix (I-A) is called the Leontief matrix). Then equation (2)
is solved for X given D by

(3) X=(I-A)’ D where (1-A)" is the inverse of the Leontief Matrix.
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The sum of the rows of (I-A)' are output multipliers. That is, the sum
represents for each industry specified at the column l}ead what $1.00 delivered
to final demand requires from all other industries (all the row entries in that
column).

When payments to households are not included as one of the inputs specified
in the technical coefficients matrix, A, the multipliers obtained from (I-A)* are
called "type 1" and they derive for $1.00 delivery to final demand by a given
industry the total direct and indirect output requirements from all industries in
the model. When payments to households are included in the technical
coefficients matrix, A, (and a household column is included that details the
consumption of goods and services by industry households per $1.00 of
household income) the multipliers given in the inverse Leontief matrix are
called "type 2." Type 2 multipliers include the so called "induced effects” in
addition to the direct and indirect output requirements. The induced effects
account for the fact that the payments to households that are required in order
to produce the direct and indirect outputs result in consumer spending which
means additional outputs by the industries are required or "induced" by the
payments to households.

Other multipliers can be derived from this technical input-output relationship

matrix. Anything that can be said to vary in direct proportion to the output of
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industry. An input-output study typically estimates income by using
income/output ratios and employment by using employment/output ratios.
Such ratios multiplied times the elements in the inverse Leontief matrix convert
the output requirement to income requitement or labor requirement, even
energy requirement and in the case of gross receipts taxation "tax requirements”
(Rall and Shellhammer 1969). In the present study the analysis was limited to
the output, employment, and income impacts. Some taxes in California do vary
directly as output, e.g. sales taxes, and a tax revenue calculation could be
made, at least for part of the transactions associated with the Salton Sea
recreational activity. |

Regional Input-Output Models

In regional and interregional input-output modeling it is generally assumed
that regional technical coefficients ajj are less than or equal to Aj where Aj
represents the larger "national economy” that contains the region. The
differences Aj - aj are matched by relatively larger exogenous shipments from
and to other regions of the national economy. In general, the larger and more
diversified the regional economy, the closer the regional coefficients are to the
size of the national coefficients. For example, the coefficients in the Imperial
County model are much smaller than the coefficients in the San Diego model,

and both are smaller than those of the SCAG model which are in some cases
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That regional coefficients are generally smaller than their national
counterparts has generally been verlﬁgd by a number of survey based regional
models (Miernyk and Shellhammer 1970) including the model of Imperial
County used in this study (Clement and Shellhammer 1981). There are some
notable differences to this rule, however, a result primarily of the lack of
homogeneity within the defined industry. The industry is in fact an
amalgamation of different though similar producers, but the proportions that
make up the industry may differ by region (e.g. in mining). Alternatively t};e
product may be homogeneous but the technology for producing it differs by
region. For example, electric power generation has a homogeneous product
electricity but depending on location it may be produced with different mixes of
oil, natural gas, coal, nuclear material, and hydro plants, and each of these
technologies would have much different input requirements. In these cases a
few regional coefficients will be larger than the corresponding coefficients at
the national level. For these and other reasons, Miemyk (1967) and others
have steadfastly argued for models based on direct survey methods.

Developing survey based regional models is a very expensive and time
consuming process that has its own sources of error. Consequently,

considerable work has gone into the development of regional models from
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survey based national models.

The Regional Economi¢ Analysis Division of the Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) produces regional models from BEA’s national model. The Regional
Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS If) is capable of estimating multipliers for
any county, group of contiguous counties, and states (Cartwright, Beemiller and
Gustley 1981). The benchmark model used currently is the 1972 model. BEA
continuously gathers data at the county level from which to develop their local
area personal income series. This data is used to update the regional modeling
capability of RIMS IL |

RIMS II methodology assumes that the regional coefficient is less than or
equal to its national counterpart. The method for deciding whether it will be
less than or equal to is a version of the "location quotient” method. A location
quotient is a measure of the relative concentration of different types of industry
in a given region. It is estimated by taking the regional volume of an industry
as a percent of a measure of total economic activity in the region divided by
the national volume of the same industry as a percent of the same measure of
total national economic activity. If this ratio is greater than or equal to 1.0,
the entire row of coefficients representing input requirements of every industry
from the given industry is left equal to the national levels. For those industries

that have location quotients less than 1.0, the entire row of technical
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coefficients representing inputs from the given industry to each other industry
in the region are jowered from the national coefficient by an amount in
proportion to the location quotient. For example, a regional location quotient
of .5 for an industry would result in halving each coefficient representing the
technical requirements of every other industries’ inputs from that industry.

The U.S. Forest Service also develops regional models from the BEA national
model using the simple location quotient method. This modeling capability was
used to develop a model highlighting the California seafood industries (King
and Shellhammer 1981).

The SCAG Input-output Model of Southern California

The model developed for the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) used a technique called the reommodity-balance” approach 1o derive
regional coefficients from national coefficients. (Weddell, Shellhammer and
Hull 1979). For purposes of this study, the SCAG multipliers are considered
reasonable estimators of the region-wide economic impact because it conforms
well to the region being investigated, and because 2 comparison of the SCAG
model multipliers are consistent with the two direct survey models in southern
California (San Diego and Imperial Counties). One adjustment to the SCAG
model was made to update the relationships to 1987. The employment output

ratio was adjusted for inflation by using changes in earnings per employee
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during the period in question. A similar adjustment was made to the

employment output ratio in the Imperial County model. The adjustment in

each case makes earnings impacts and employment impacts consistent with one

another in terms of the most current data.
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APPENDIX G
o Phone i
QUESTIONNAIRE A SALTON SEA ~ #619 Countyd
(FOR USE AFTER TISH INTERVIEW Iinkt.

WHETHER A SALTWATER FISHERMAN OR NOT)

The California Department of Fish and Game would like to ask you a few gques-—
tions regarding the Salton Sea located in Imperial and Riverside Counties.
Your answers will help the Department in determining the future management of

the Salton 5ea.

QL.

Q2.

Q3.

Have you or other members of your household ever visited the Salton Sea or
surrounding areas for outdoor activities?

1 vyes 2 no (THANK AND TERMINATE) (RECORD UNEVER" AS CALL RESULT)

In the last 12 months, have you or other members of your household visited
the Salton Sea?

1l vyes 2 no (GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE B)

In the last 12 months, how many days did you or members of your household spend
at the Salton Sea involved with outdoor activities?

days

Q3a. And in the year before that (JulywAug..lgsﬁ - July-Aug. 1987), how many
days did you or members of your household spend at the Salton Sea involved
in outdoor activities?

days

NOW WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT YOUR LAST TRIFP TO THE SAﬁfON SEA.

Q4+

05.

Q5A.

Q6.
Q7.

What was the primary purpose of the trip? Was it ... {(READ CHBOICES. BRE~-
CORD "1" NEXT TO PRIMARY PURPOSE) What other activities did you partici-
pate in while at the Salton Sea? (RECORD 2" FOR SECONDARY ACTIVITY, "3"

FOR THIRD, EIC.)
fishing camping
hunting ____ general nature study, bird watching
boating other
picnicing other
How many people, including yourself, were in youf party? __ peovple

And how many different households did those (# OF PEOPLE IN Q5) people

represent?
households

What month was your latest trip taken? month

How many days did you spend at the Salton Sea on your latest trip?

days

10
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Thinking about your latest trip, how much did you and your group together
spend for: (PLAGE ANSWER IN COLUMN FOR QB)

Q3a.

Q8.

What percentage of these expenditures were made in the Imperial or
Riverside Counties? (FOR H CATEGORY FIND THE PERCENTAGE IN THE
IMMEDIATE SALTON SEA AREA AND PLACE ANSWER IN COLUMN FOR Q8a)

QBa.
imperial/

Total Riverside 7%

1

park entry fees, camping fees, RV fees

lodging in a motel

meals or snacks out

alcoholic beverages

boat launching/guide fees

transportation/gas

groceries/food shopping

bait/tackle /ammunition

other shopping items, such as film, batteries, clothing, etc.

inlinlinfn]uwnjwnite|ini

any other expenditures (SPECIFY:)

Now we would like your opinions and attitudes regarding the Salton Sea.
On a scale of L to 5, where 1 means you strongly disagree and > means you
strongly agree, how would you rate your attitude toward the following

statement s

aw

(ROTATE)

Disagree Apree

I would use the Salton Sea more
often if the fishing were better

Making the Salton Sea water less
salty so the fish can survive
is important to me

Preservinﬁ and improving the areas
where wildlife live is important to
my enjoyment of the Salton Sea

1f sgortfishin were nonexistent
at the Salton Sea, I would no
longer visit there

I consider the Salton S5ea a major
outdoor recreational area for
Southern California

I would not support the govern-
ment sgendxng money to preserve
and enhance the natural qualities
of the Salton Sea

Tf all the Salton Sea fish died,
I would have no trouble finding
an alternative area of equivalent
recreational value

If the numbers of wildlife species
using the Salton Sea diminisged,
I would go elsewhere to enjoy them

If I could not eat the fish 1
caught, it would affect my

use of the Salton Sea

1 would support establishing a small
fee to users of the Salton Sea area
if all the momey raised were used
solely for enhancing the fish and
wildlife there.

1

3 4 5

I bt bt bt et fed bt b et
W o~ BN

T

|

FAS I L VI
WO 00 i

(W%}
o)

T

—

3

|

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40
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QiC * Now just a few last questions to help us classify your answers with those
of others. How many members of your household are «..

s
5 years of age or under
6 ta 17
18 to 34

35 to 54

55 years or over

Qll. Which of the following groups includes your household”s total annual
income expected in 19887 Will it be ... (READ CATEGORIES)

1 under $10,000 5 $30,000 to $39,999
2 $10,000 to $14,999 _6_ $40,000 to $59,999
3 $15,000 to $19,999 _7_over $60,000

A

$20,000 to $29,999 9 refused (DO NOT READ)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!

(RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT:) 1 male 2 female

41
42
43
44

45

46

47

48
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QUESTlGNNAIRE B SALTON SEA — #619 Phone #
(for those who have not
(INFREQUENT visited in the last 12 months) County -
USERS) .
Initials
Q3. What year was yout last visit to the Salton Sea for outdoor recreational
purposes?
19 IF PRIOR TO 1980,
e SKIP TO QUESTION 6.
Q4. What was the primary purpose of that trip? Was it ... (READ CHOICES. RE~
CORD "1" NEXT TO PRIMARY PURPOSE) What other activities did you partici-
pate in while at the Salton Sea? (RECORD “2" FOR SECONDARY ACTIVITY, e
FOR THIRD, ETC.)
fishing camping
hunting general nature study, bird watching
boatiag other
pienicing other
Q5. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you strongly disagree and 5 means you

strongly agree, how would you rate your attitude toward the following
statements: (ROTATE AB INDICATED)
Disagree Agree

a. I would use the Salton Sea more
often if the fishing were better 1 2 3 4 5

b. Making the Salton Sea water less
salty so the fish can survive

is important to me 1 2 3 4 5

c. Preserving and improving the areas
where wildlife live is important to
my enjoyment of the Salton Sea 1 2 3 4 5

d. The reason I have not used the
Salton Sea recently is because of
dectining fishing & wildlife resources 1 2 3 4 5

e. T consider the Salton Sea a ma jor
outdoor recreational area for
Southern California 1 2 3 4 5

£. T would not support the govern-
ment spending money to preserve
and enhance the matural qualities
of the Salton Sea 1 2 3 4 5

g. 1f the numbers of wildlife speciles
using the Salton Sea diminished,
I would go elsewhere to enjoy then 1 2 3 4 5

n

10

11
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h. If I could not eat the fish I
caught, it would affect my
use of the Salton Sea 1 2 3 & 5

i{. I would support establishing a
small fee to users of the Salton
Sea area if all the money raised
- were used solely for enhancing
the fish and wildlife there 1 2 3 4 5

Again on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you strongly disagree and 5
means you strongly agree, please rate your attitude toward the following
reasons for mot using the Salton Sea in the last 12 months. (ROTATE)

Disagree " Agree

a. I did not have the time to use

the Salton Sea recreational resource 1 2 3 h 5
b. I have changed the kinds of out—

door activities I am pursuing 1 2 3 4 5
¢. T do not use the Salton Sea

because it is polluted 1 2 3 4 5
d. It is too expensive to travel

to the Salton Sea 1 2 3 4 5
e. My past recreational experience

at the Salton Sea was negative 1 2 3 4 5
£. 1 do not use the Salton Sea

because the fish are mnot edible 1 2 3 4 5
g. I have found a better alternative

recreational resource 1 2 3 4 5

h. Other reasons ( PROBE)

NOW JUST A FEW LAST QUESTIONS TO HELP US CLASSIFY YOUR ANSWERS WITH THOSE OF
OTHERS.

qQ7-

How many members of your household are ...
-

5 years of age or under

6 to 17

18 to 34

35 to 54

12

13

23
24
25
26

27
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¢« Q85 Which of the following groups includes your household”s total annual

'

i

* Tincome expected in 19887

1 under 310,000

2 §10,000 to $14,999
3 $15,000 to $19,999
_4 520,000 to 529,999

Will it be ...

5 $30,000 to $39,999

_6_ $40,000 to $59,999

7 over $60,000

2

refused (DO NOT READ)

THANK YOU VERY

MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!

(RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT:)

1 Imperial &
2 Los Angeles 5
3 Orange 6

1 male

Riverside
San Bernardino

San Diego

2 female

7 San Luis Obispo County

8 Santa Barbara

g Ventura

28
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calton Sea Ilntercept Survey - #619 a6. Now wetd like your opinions and attitudes
A regarding the Salton Sea. On a scale of 1 te 5,
Lecation where 1 means you strongly disagree and 5 means
A2 you strongly agree, how would you rate your
bate Interviewer attitude toward the foliowing statements. CHAND
RESPONDENT THE CARD)
Hi. I'm__ and 1'm conducting o Salton Sea 1 = strongly disagree
user survey for the Californias Department of Fish and Rating % = strongly agree
Game. l'd like to ask you a few questions.
&, 1 would use the Salton Sea more often if ASY__
Q1. Is this your first visit to the Salton Sea? the fishing were better. :
- ' A3
_1 yes (SKIp TO @) _Z2ne (ASK Qla & 1) b. Haking the Salton Sea water less salty so [ A32
the fish can survive is important to me.
0la. In the last 12 months, how many other trips
have you made to the Salten Sea for gutdoor . c. Preserving and improving the areas where A33
recreational purposes? witdlife Live §s important to my enjoyment
Ab of the Salton Sea.
. trips (IF KONE, SKIP TO G2)
d. If sportfigshing were nonexistent at the LE L
gib. How meny total deys did these gther trips salton Sea, I would no longer visit there.
involve? AS__ ..
# of deys: e. 1 consider the Saiton Sea & major out-door A3S_ .
g2. On this trip, how long do you plen to stay st the recreational area for Southern California.
salton Sea? A
— days or hours £. 1 would not support the government spending A6
g3. What was the major purpose of this trip? Was iteas money to preserve and enhance the natural
(READ CHOICES; RECORD wim NEXT TO PRIMARY PURPOSE) qualities of the Selton Sea.
What other activities did you participate in while
at the Salton Sea? (RECORD “2* FOR SECONDARY g. If all the Salton Ses fish died, [ would A7 __ .
ACTIVITY, =3 FOR THIRD, ETC.) AT have no trouble finding an elternative eres
of equivalent recrestionsl value.
fishing picnicking AB___
h. 1f the numbers of wildlife species using A38_
. hunting camping A9 the Salton Ses diminished, 1 would go
elsewhare to enjoy them.
. boating general nature
study, bird watching 5. 1f 1 could not est the fish 1 caught, it A9
other would affect my use of the Salton Sea.
other J. I would support esteblishing a small fee to MO
users of the Salton Sea area if all the
a4, How many people, including yourself, are in your money raised were used solely for enhancing
party? A0 the fish and wildlife there.
# of people: )
Now just 2 few last questions to heip us classify your
0A. How many different households do those___ people |, snswers wWith those of others.
represent? #H
. _households Q7. In what state and county do you tive?
05. Thinking sbout this trip, how much do you and your COUNTY ABY__
group tegether expect 1o spend on.. .7
STATE A2 .
g5a. What percentage of these expenditures were
made in Imperial or Riverside Counties? 0B. How many members of your hosusehold are...(READ)
85, g3a. .
park entry fees, camping AV
$ % fees, RV fees A2 % 5 years of age or under AND_
A3
s % lodging in a motel AG__ X 6to? AGL
AlS
5 % mesls or snacks out, exc. Ale___ X 18 to 34 [ YA- S
aleohot MY
s % alcoholic beverages A1B___ X 35 to 54 AL
A19
4 % boat launching/guide fees AZ0____ X 55 years or over AGT__
A2l
$ % transportation/gas A22___ % |09. which of the groups on this card includes your AB__
A3 __ household's total annual income expected in 19882
s % groceries/food shopping A2d % C(SHOM CARD)
AZ3 Group
5 ' % bait/tackle/smmunition AZ6__ A
AT .. Ihank_you very much for your time & cooperationt
s % other shopping items such A2B___ %
as fitm, batteries, AZ9 (Sex:) _1 male 2 _female 3 _both A __
% % other experditures A3D__ %
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SALTON SEA BUSINESS SURVEY - #619

Hello. My name is . I'm calling on behalf of the California
Department of Fish and Game which is conducting a study of the
economic importance of sportfishing at the Salton Sea to the local
economy . I'd like to ask you a few guestions regarding the

importance of the Salton Sea to businesses in your area.

1. First, what is the principal line of business at this location?
Any others?

Principal:
Other: .
2
Other:
3
2. How long have you been in this line of business at this
location?
years 4
3. Wgat is your current yearly sales volume at this location? Is
iteeens
__ 1 under $25,000 4 $100K - $200K 7 $1-1.5mil
2 $25K -$50K 5 $200K - $500K 8 _$1.5-2mil [5__
3 $50K - $100K 6 _$500K - 1 mil 9  $2 mil+
4. buring your years in this business, have you experienced
any large increases or decreases in annual sales volumes?
1. yes, increases (ABK Q42 & 4B)
__ 2 _ yes, decreases (ASK Q41 & 4B) 6
3 no, (8KIP TO Q5)
4A. How large an increase/decrease was that? ($ or % OK)
$ exr % 7
4B. What do you think caused it? 8
9




3

t's all the guestions I have.

h ] WOULOQ LiKe LU KIOOW now mucCity variacdiisi ddk AWML TR e d LTS 5D 2 Y
perience during different times of the year. What is your
les volume during the period . . . (TOTAL SHOULD APPROXTMATE
IN 03)

anuary - March S

pril -~ June’ S

Tuly - September s

$ e

October -~ December

What percentage of your business is related to Salton Sea
Visitors?
%

Would a decline in Salton Sea fishing adversely impact your
business?

1 yes 2 no

Would you be in favor of user fees such as a license stamp to
pay for measures to keep the water quality of the sea from
deterioration?

1 __ yes 2 no

Would you accept a more general revenue measure such as a half
cent addition to the local sales tax for this purpose?

1 yes 2 no

Which would you prefer, a license stamp or a tax?

1 license stamp 2 tax 9 DK

How many full-time equivalent employees do you have at this
location?
full-time equivalents

Does employment vary through the year?

1. ves (ASK Q12A)

2 NO (BRIP TO CLOSING)

e

12A. How many full-time equivalent employees do you have . . .

January - March?

April = June?

July - September?

October - December?

Thank you very much for your

peration in this important study.
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